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PREFACE. 



The progress in political revolution, effected by 
the Act extending the Parliamentary' suffrage to 
all county householders, has brought into action 
nearly the whole force of the nation effective 
for political change. The marshalling of this 
recent addition is in vigorous progress ; and as 
a consequence we must expect that the new 
energies will impel the nation more rapidly 
along its path, and that these forces, jointly with 
others now more or less latent, will seek to 
change that path. It happens that just at this 
conjuncture, at a period when the older political 
classes require to lead with steadiness this 
influx of youthful eagerness, those classes find 
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themselves embarrassed and hesitant upon some 
of the most fundamental questions — questions 
which vitally affect political judgment. In 
general, this difficulty relates to the unexpected 
cogency with which moral and Socialistic views 
appear to be pitted against doctrines of Indi- 
vidualism. The perplexity is enhanced when 
strong reasons are adduced for rejecting the 
guidance of political economy. It is unfortunate 
that the experienced political minds are not 
more happily situated at the moment that they 
have to receive and, in large measure, to fashion 
the new arrivals. Change at such a time re- 
minds us of the proverbial danger of " swopping 
horses while crossing a stream ; " yet it may be 
worse to retain our seat on the wrong horse. 

The present movement of rebellion finds 
characteristic expression rather in passion of 
denunciation than in reasoned statement. This 
is a defect. Though its spring is in moral 
sympathies and aversions, its appeal to the 
world must be to reason. It needs other bases 
than intuitive conviction, and utterance in other 



PREFACE, vii 

language than that of fervid dogmatism. A 
contribution towards this end is offered in the 
following pages. The standpoint taken is the 
moralization of all political and social questions, 
and thence their " Christianization," if the word 
may be pardoned. But the standpoint is sought, 
however imperfectly, to be gained, defended, and 
applied by definite demonstration. 

If it be true that the movement in question 
has been dominated by feeling — has, in the best 
sense, been sentimental — we need not be sur- 
prised that, however perfect its aim, its censures 
should have alighted where undeserved. Ac 
cordingly, the first and second chapters are 
devoted to (i) definition of the nature and sphere 
of political economy, and commercial compe- 
tition ; and (2), within limits, to their defence 
against moralist critics. The succeeding chapters 
seek to evolve (i) the fundamental principle of 
the constitution of the State ; and (2) to exhibit, 
in its most general form, the necessary relation 
of the State to politics, especially to Liberalism, 
and to morality, religion, or Christianity. This 
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survey appears to embrace the region now subject 
to a process of ungauged upheaval. While this 
volume has for subject the position of political 
economy in the world of legitimate theory, and 
of commercial competition in the sphere of 
practice, yet its chief object will not have been 
attained unless it exhibit secular politics as 
under the rule of morals, and these restored, as 
of old, to the sway of the religious dictates. 
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CHAPTER I. 

IS POLITICAL ECONOMY IMMORAL? 

The healthy vigour of " science " is a matter of 
commonplace observation. Its strong branches 
increase their strength, extend their area, inces- 
santly press forward into new differentiations, so 
that to meet with another "ology" just born 
out of the general mass of natural knowledge 
awakens no surprise. In this age of desired 
omniscience we feel that the new scion is 
emphatically born in due time. These sciences 
are the children of observation and experiment, 
and to this their Baconian ancestry they, with 
filial justice, ascribe the healthy progress they 
achieve. Science is truly, now, a progress, not an 
Hi B 
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absurd oscillation between mere will-o'-the-wisp 
hypotheses. Men of science are builders, not 
mutual pelters of vague missiles ; and a stately 
edifice daily ascends before our eyes, which 
threatens, if the plans of some of the builders 
are authentic, to rise to an infinite height, 
and from its solid inductive base to scale the 
infinite heights ; to embrace the eternal pole- 
stars of the spirit within its walls. That 
edifice cannot, however, be complete until 
science shall conquer the uniformities, not 
merely of matter, but of man, of society. 
A century ago, or thereabouts, the importance 
of a systematic application of scientific method 
to such of those phenomena of society as relate 
to the production and distribution of material 
wealth dawned upon man, and especially upon 
the Scotch man ; and from that period to the 
present few branches of knowledge in this 
country have received the aid of more powerful 
thought than this science, which acquired the 
name of Political Economy. But its history is 
markedly different from that of most of its 
fellows. To say nothing of its deficiency in the 
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picturesque, which has placed it among the 
chosen pursuits of the dry-as-dusts, a cloud of 
censure of its alleged objects, disgust at the 
alleged tone, and scepticism as to the soundness 
of the method, extending to disbelief in the 
possibility of its genuine existence, have pursued 
its course. Instead of receiving welcome as a 
new province annexed to human knowledge, this 
latest bantling of the human intellect is scouted. 
Pursuing its way with an innocent self-com- 
placency, as a servant of man in the great 
campaign of progress, political economy has 
appeared to its followers, but to its followers 
only, as another Christian leading on to the gate 
called Beautiful. And this Christian, too, has 
to fight Apollyons ; but Apollyons that present 
themselves as the guardians of man, and who 
denounce their opponent as the incarnation of 
vice. Mr. Carlyle, after offering many hostile 
criticisms, finally stamps it as the "dismal 
science;" Canon Kingsley can never speak of 
it with civility ; and Mr. Ruskin, besides dis- 
charging many scattered shafts of scorn, has 
devoted a volume especially to this subject, in 
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which he commences with the position* that 
modern political economy is no more applicable 
to human nature than would be a gymnastic 
science which assumed that men are devoid of 
skeletons. Then, it is found somehow to be 
applicable ; f but, when applied, it teaches the 
doctrine of ruthless competition ; and so its 
teaching comes to be characterized % as directions 
" given for the gaining of wealth, irrespectively 
of the consideration of its moral sources," which 
idea is J "perhaps the most insolently futile that 
ever beguiled men through their vices." Political 
economy is also mistaken,§ it seems, in the 
matter to which it is entirely devoted ; for 
instead of determining the laws of the production 
of material wealth, the object ought to have 
been the laws of the production of " souls of a 
good quality," "full-breathed, bright-eyed, and 
happy-hearted human creatures." We cannot 
be surprised, if these statements have truth, that 
political economy is dismissed as an " exploded 
science." From the more strictly philosophic 

* "Unto this Last," p. 4. f Ibid,, pp. 55-57. 

X Ibid,, p. 60. § Ibid,y pp. 64-66, and elsewhere. 



IS POLITICAL ECONOMY IMMORAL f 5 

side, Dr. Stirling, for the Hegelians, holds that 
the current teachers represent only a fugitive 
*' moment," that, namely, of the absoluteness of 
the individual reason — a position historically 
inevitable, but in itself a principle of anarchy, 
whose end is to be replaced by the truer 
" moment " of the absoluteness of the common, 
or right, reason. Fundamentally, Dr. Stirling's 
opposition is ethical. The absoluteness of the 
individual reason denotes the supremacy of self ; 
and, in morals, the supremacy of a self is selfish- 
ness. The criticisms thus gather themselves up 
into the point, is political economy immoral? 
Scarce any question can it be more desirable for 
us to answer. Every problem of social economy 
is directly or indirectly touched by this alleged 
science. Upon many of them it presumes to 
speak with the authority of knowledge. Legis- 
lators now for nearly a century have, in obedience 
to it, moulded the policies of nations. Our 
universities teach it, and to the enfranchised 
workman we say, here is the clue to comprehen- 
sion of public affairs. 

As none can deny the importance of the 
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issue, SO none can contemn the intellectual 
power, the moral authority, the deep conviction, 
and passionate fervour with which the opposition 
is waged. Both the fort and the assailants 
command our respect. 

The present chapter will be devoted to an 
attempt to consider the allegations above stated. 

Much of the animus displayed by the writers 
above named has been aroused by defects inci- 
dental to the temperament of early economists, 
and natural, perhaps, in the early treatment of 
the subject ; but by no means necessarily 
present. Adam Smith, for instance, who is 
more important than all the other founders of 
political economy combined, will furnish forth 
an anthology which will explain our meaning. 
Concerning the workman, he affirms that "the 
real and effectual discipline which is exercised 
over a workman is not that of his corporation, 
but that of his customers. It is the fear of 
losing his employment which restrains his frauds 
and corrects his negligence."* With respect to 

• "Wealth of Nations," bk. i. ch. x. part 2. 
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capitalists, "every individual is continually 
exerting himself to find out the most advan- 
tageous employment for whatever capital he can 
command. It is his own advantage, and not 
that of the society, which he has in view."* Of 
the economic and ethical prospects of society 
generally he says, " To expect, indeed, that the 
freedom of trade should ever be entirely restored 
in Great Britain, is as absurd as to expect that 
an Oceania or Utopia should ever be established 
in it. Not only the prejudices, but what is 
much more unconquerable, the private interests 
of many individuals, irresistibly oppose it."t 
These are low views of human nature. The 
first of the above extracts affirms even common 
honesty to be practised only where it is per- 
ceived to be demanded by self-interest. Theft 
is shunned only so far as it is a mistake. The 
capitalist appears to have no other function in 
the world but that of finding out "the most 
advantageous employment for whatsoever capital 
he can command." He has no other bearing 
upon man ; no duty or responsibility other than 
• " Wealth of Nations," bk. iv. ch. ii. part 2. t I^^» 
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that is discernible. Of course, elsewhere, Smith 
recognizes that man's blood is not utterly 
metallic; but yet, endeavouring to treat of 
living men in the concrete, and not merely of 
aspects, or sections, of men, he only accepts as 
important the narrowest self-interest. When 
other and qualifying elements are acknowledged, 
the moral virtues are not among them. The 
last extract is consistent with this mood, and, 
indeed, deepens it. Not only will the selfish- 
ness of a section of society be eternally asserted 
against the welfare of the whole ; but, worse 
still, the prejudices of that section are uncon- 
querable. Permanent intellectual darkness is to 
reign joint sovereign with monopoly. These de- 
pressing views are untrue to life. Let us hope 
they are unfair analyses of Adam Smith's fellow- 
Scotchmen. His despair of freedom of trade 
is a prophecy which by its falsity convicts its 
author of error, and shoul(J greatly encourage 
the present-day Oceanians and Utopians. 

We might, from the works of Malthus, Ricardo, 
and other early economists, gather sentiments of 
a similar strain. The fact is, they largely wrote 
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and thought in the atmosphere of the younger 
English narrow utilitarianism. More or less 
explicitly they believed self-interest to be the 
supreme motive to action, and so, if the world is 
to progress, they thought that it must be through 
the urgings of that principle. So fast as custom, 
ignorance, prejudice, and so forth gave place to 
rationally ordered conduct, self-interest would 
become the consciously acknowledged guide of 
each and all So the task of the philosopher 
came to be an inquiry into the right adjustments 
of such interests. This view was developed with 
the greater energy because it was somewhat 
novel ; for, more or less openly, these writers 
were the apostles of progress by individualism 
versus progress by State control. The Reforma- 
tion was, for modern civilization, the birth-time 
of individualism. It was then conquered for the 
religious sphere of man. The era of Adam 
Smith and his immediate successors was also 
the era of Rousseau, Voltaire, and the French 
Revolution — the birth-time of individualism in 
the secular sphere. The movement was true, 
but one-sided. Its complementary elements 
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have been added since, or are being added now, 
or have to be added amid the pangs of the 
future. To say this is, however, only to say 
that the errors were natural, or possibly in- 
evitable; the errors are thereby admitted. 
Clearly so. Let us agree that the early English 
economists exaggerated the efficacy of self- 
interest over man, trusted erroneously or ex- 
cessively in its effectiveness for good, and, 
further, that they over-estimated the importance 
to society of accumulation of wealth, and then 
how do we stand ? We have discovered that 
these writers held some opinions which ex- 
perience refutes, and which we may, if we think 
fit, affirm to be not merely intellectual but 
moral errors, and so to be fit objects of censure. 
We have, perhaps, obtained in these facts some 
explanation of the cause of the wrath which has 
been poured upon political economy, and of its 
contemptuous characterization as an " exploded 
science." But unless those erroneous opinions 
to-day form part, and an essential part, of the 
science of to-day, it is worth considering whether 
these critiques are not based on mere confusion 
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of thought. The central error is that all acts 
are prompted by self-interest. Does political 
economy affirm or deny that proposition ? The 
reply is, neither the one nor the other. As will 
appear in the sequel, it assumes, for part of its 
subject-matter, that there are certain acts based 
on what for the present we will term self-interest. 
The portion of political economy which makes 
this assumption is exchange. But, though each 
man were an angel, and so the doctrine of self- 
interest had no relation to human nature, yet 
its second, or rather its primary and most 
important branch, viz. production, would remain 
true and necessary. But the question whether 
political economy is immoral shall be treated 
more broadly. 

Political economy is a science. This claim is 
popularly conceded in terms, but implicitly 
denied when its function is considered. Let 
us, then, realize this truth in greater detail. 
What is science? Man first observes in all 
things and everywhere incessant change. Ap- 
parently in those changes no uniformity exists. 
To the sunshine of the morning may succee 
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rain, or frost, or continued warmth. The earth 
appears to be the subject of alteration in its 
own structure. Here coasts subside, followed 
by receding seas elsewhere. There coasts sub- 
side, and volcanic hills are born. Science is 
concerned with the task of showing that every 
such change obeys uniform law — a law not 
uniform would, indeed, be a contradiction. 
Science, then, exists just so far as any two or 
more successive circumstances are shown to be 
invariably connected. Upon the demonstration 
of such connection between atmospheric pressure 
and rain, meteorology commenced to live. 

First%[, then, comes observation of the pheno- 
mena we propose to investigate ; secondly, such 
inductive or deductive investigation as may 
show that we have isolated two or more suc- 
cessive events of which the first is cause of the 
second. A science, as distinguished from science 
in general, is created when a particular group of 
phenomena is marked out, and the possibility 
of ascertaining causal sequences between its 
various constituents has been shown. Thus 
meteorology embraces the whole subject of 
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atmospheric changes, so far as they relate to 
the state of the weather. It is the science of 
the weather, and by this conception is marked 
out a province believed to be the field of 
uniformity, and its task is to discover these 
uniformities. A science, then, accepts a section 
within which its task is to discover for every 
kind of change its cause, and, as every cause is 
itself caused, to press farther and farther down 
till it has erected a structure of causes, which, to 
be theoretically perfect, must be able precisely 
to explain every occurrence within its sphere. 

Political economy is a true science. The 
conception which defines its province is that it 
shall be the science of the production and 
distribution of wealth. Within this sphere it is 
claimed that causal sequences of importance 
exist, many of which are known, while the study 
of varying societies continually increases the 
completeness of the science — a completeness 
which will, however, never be obtained by this 
nor by any other applied science, because new 
complexities incessantly arise where the pheno- 
mena are created by the living processes of the 
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world. Political economy by analysis reduces 
its data to (i) man as a modifier of natural 
agents, and (2) natural agents as co-actor with 
man, and seeks for the laws of their interaction, 
so far as it bears on the production and 
distribution of wealth. Does chemistry inquire 
for the cause of water, and find it, say in the 
union of hydrogen and oxygen ? so political 
economy seeks for the cause of rent, and finds it 
in the necessity that exists for the cultivation 
of lands of varying degrees of fertility, owned 
and cultivated by men acting upon the maxim 
of self-interest. Thus it strives to state, in the 
greatest practicable fulness, the laws, or causes, 
or principles which actually and as matter of 
fact operate to produce any given economical 
phenomenon, whether it be the poverty of this 
new country and its slow progress to wealth, 
seen side by side with the wealth of that other 
new country and its rapid enrichment, or 
whether it be commercial panics, trades-unions. 
State legislation, over-production, or pauperism. 
But it only seeks to explain them so far as they 
have relation to wealth, and it does not attempt 
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to investigate every element in the pheno- 
menon to be explained that bears on its own 
subject. It accepts, for example, from another 
science the truth that strenuous or long- 
continued juvenile labour deteriorates the adult, 
just as the meteorologist accepts from the science 
of electricity many of the laws on which he 
bases his explanations. 

Political economy, then, is a science. If so, it 
is not an art, much less the art of conduct. As 
a science, it is solely concerned to explain the 
" what is " of nature. Whether that nature be 
physical or human nature is not important to its 
existence as a science, if only uniformities exist. 
Now, whereas science tells us what nature is — 
deciphers the recipes whereby nature compounds 
the events around us — art teaches us how man 
must compound in order to produce given ends ; 
and moral art teaches us what man must do in 
order to produce the end of righteousness — 
what, then, he otight to do. The frequent course 
with the critics of political economy is to ignore 
the fact that it is a science ; to assume without 
inquiry that it is not only an art, but an art of 
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conduct, and then, having given it a moral 
character, to denounce it as immoral. Clearly, 
we might as reasonably denounce a mirror on 
account of the ugliness of a reflected object, as 
denounce a science for that which it reads off. 
Has it read correctly ? This is the first and last 
question. Moral or immoral is a quality no 
more to be attached to an account of the origin 
of rent than to the explanation of the origin of 
water by the union of hydrogen and oxygen. 
Let us suppose that to be guided by self-interest 
is always immoral, political economy says to 
that proposition neither yes nor no. Its 
position is that a society acting upon self- 
interest, and cultivating land of various degrees 
of fertility, will pay rent to the owner of the 
richer soils. To delineate the duty of men in 
the varying circumstances of industry and 
commerce is a higher, a more complex matter. 
Such knowledge is the queen of knowledge, and 
for it political economy humbly works by 
deciphering causal relations in its own sphere ; 
but, like chemistry and physiology, in that 
higher region it would wander as an imbecile 
among rational beings. 
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In obedience to this true conception, Mr. 
Senior has laid it down that the economist " is 
not to give a single syllable of advice," and that 
"his business is neither to recommend nor 
dissuade, but to state general principles." 
Whereupon another economist, Mr. McCulloch, 
rejoins that such a writer " may as well address 
himself to the pump at Aldgate as to the British 
public." * Accordingly, Mr. McCulloch proceeds 
to claim that an economist may rightly show 
the "injury entailed on the community by a 
neglect of his principles." * Our previous re- 
marks enable us here to take a just position. 
When Mr. Senior says the economist must give 
no advice, he is strictly accurate. He is not to 
decide as to conduct. But Mr. McCulloch does 
not, as he supposes, condemn this view when 
he requires that injuries to the community by 
neglect of economical principles shall be set 
forth; for this is not to advise. It may be 
desirable to accept the injuries, on grounds 
foreign to political economy. Free trade is 
unquestionably favourable to the production of 

♦ " Principles of Political Economy," 5th edit. Preface, p. xii. 

C 
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wealth ; but conceivably it might engender 
commercial gambling so largely as to justify the 
imposition of legal restrictions. 

The claim that political economy is, and must 
at the hands of its followers be recognized as, a 
science, need not make it of equal interest to 
the Aldgate pump and the British public. The 
false supposition underlying this opinion is that 
a science must be highly abstract ; but while 
poHtical economy, like every science, implies 
some highly abstract propositions, its chief work 
lies in the explanation of concrete and local 
phenomena, such as trades-unions, taxation in 
England or in France, over-production, and so 
forth. The economic injury or benefit which will 
arise in any given circumstances from any given 
course, Le, scientific prediction, is fully within 
the range of the science. If this work be 
fully and accurately discharged, a task heavy 
enough for the economist will have been per- 
formed, and one not lacking in interest to the 
public. 

Further, it should be remembered that the 
clear elucidation of economic law enables the 
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economist, when working, not as an economist, 
but in the general interest of society, to combine 
his economic knowledge with the ethical and 
other considerations necessary to obtaining a 
right result. 

We find, then, that political economy is a 
science with a definite boundary and aim, that it 
embraces sufficiently important and interesting 
matter, although its followers have not always 
felt this truth. Being a science, the charge of 
immorality is as absurd as would be the plea 
that it is moral. It is non-moral. 

But while ideal political economy stands firm, 
those who have made it are not so easily 
defensible. The men who have founded the 
structure, and who have carried it to its present 
height, have in most cases possessed pre- 
eminently the practical temperament They 
have been called social reformers, or commercial 
philosophers, irritated by irrational prejudices. 
But the true spirit of science is not this. 
Aristotle, the man of science par excellence^ 
strikes the true note of his order when he affirms 
that knowledge pursued for its own sake is the 
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Divine life,* and it is science pursued in this 
spirit which has wrought the marvellous works 
of our age. Through Professor Huxley,f con- 
temporary men of science affirm that " whatever 
evil voices may rage, Science, secure among the 
powers that are eternal, will do her work and be 
blessed." 

" And this is she who's put on cross so much, 
Even by them who ought to give her praise, 
Giving her wrongly ill repute and blame. 
But she is blessed, and she hears not this ; 
She, with the other primal creatures glad. 
Revolves her sphere and blessed joys herself." 

(Dante, "Inferno.") 

Men who work on that level will always find 
their audience much larger than the Aldgate 
pump. But we have to take men as we find 
them, and the circumstances of the birth and 
adolescence of political economy have been such 
as to tend largely to limit its study to the 
practical man, who, when he commences work- 
ing out his theory, fears that he is losing himself 
in the air, and when he comes to explain his 
practical problems finds himself short of a 

• Aristotle, " Nich. Ethics," bk. x. ch. vii. 
t " Lay Sermons," p. 344. 
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theory. It is as if pure logic were to be ignored, 
and then an explanation of the processes of 
logical thought were demanded. This fear of 
rendering economical discussion barren of interest 
to the popular mind has led some of our modern 
economists to extend the titles of their works, 
which run somewhat thus: "Principles of Political 
Economy, with Applications." This is perfectly 
right, so far. The abstract principles have appli- 
cations, and these should be shown ; but the 
applications should remain science, not become 
art, or instructions for conduct. Such writers 
may legitimately explain the economical prin- 
ciples in operation, and their consequences under 
given circumstances, with the greatest detail. 
But they are usually social reformers, and hence 
the temptation frequently becomes irresistible, 
as the world of deed is approached, to jump 
over the boundary and dictate conduct. When 
the teacher is a J. S. Mill, his teachings are 
generally right and wise. He introduces ethical 
and other considerations, and points out a more 
excellent way than that the world is travelling. 
But such dicta are not any part of the contents 
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of political economy, and while ^ Mill may, 
thus trespassing, wander into the fields of 
wisdom, another economist will lay down his 
rules for men ignoring essential ethical elements 
in the life of the individual or nation. Thus 
sociology and social ethics, to which the total 
questions of human life belong, are neglected 
because political economy is supposed to have 
covered whatever ground is of importance — 
erroneous dicta spread abroad because economists 
will not hold to their own province ; and 
political economy is discredited because of these 
erroneous dictates which are popularly assumed 
to be the true children of the science. 

With the growth of the science we find, as we 
might expect, a far clearer perception of its 
nature and boundaries. Attention has been 
called to the lack, not only by Mill, but by 
Bagehot, in his "Economic Studies," and by 
others. Such recent books as Marshall's 
" Economics of Industry " have succeeded to an 
extent which would nearly disarm the hostility 
of moralists if they would but read these works 
instead of invoking the ghost of Adam Smith. 
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But the clearest demonstration would not 
satisfy the ethical objector with whom we are 
concerned. It will be said that the contention 
for a true science of wealth may be readily 
granted ; but such science is merely an ideal. 
The existent one, even when we lop off all that 
excrescent part which is affirmed to be due to 
the unscientific temperament of its exponents, is 
false. Professing to abstract from man that 
portion of his nature which is concerned with 
economics, it falsely abstracts, for its teaching 
is that all men are always actuated by self- 
interest only. Thus Mr. J. S. Mill says, "I 
must give warning, once for all, that the cases 
I contemplate are those in which values and 
prices are determined by competition alone. In 
so far only as they are thus determined can 
they be reduced to any assignable law."* 
Though this paragraph refers only to values and 
prices, how, it may be urged, can political 
economy exist if the postulate above stated is 
untrue, and so it be found that no reasoning 
can be maintained concerning values and prices ? 

♦ ** Principles of Political Economy," bk. iii. ch. i. § 5. 
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That such a postulate assumes all men to be 
utterly immoral, and that, therefore, the whole 
structure becomes, if not an immoral science, 
yet a science of immorality, — this charge, it will 
be averred, remains true and solid. No one can 
doubt that this postulate, at once of political 
economy and competition, frequently expressed, 
as, " Buy in the cheapest market, and sell in the 
dearest," is immoral. It is the pure axiom of 
unchecked selfishness. No consideration is per- 
mitted as to how the market became so cheap, 
nor what the consequences to the ground-down 
seller. The question whether we give in such a 
market a fair and just equivalent is excluded, 
and a just price is "what you can get" The 
crowning triumph of such exchange, the objector 
may continue, comes to the seller when he 
possesses a monopoly of an article, and to a 
purchaser when he possesses a monopoly of 
cash. When the owner of a quartern loaf and a 
cup of water finds the starved man in the desert, 
the price of his goods in that market will be — 
what? Obviously, the whole wealth the man 
has got about him. The rubric of commerce 
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will then read thus : " Here the seller will 
devoutly thank Heaven that the supply was so 
small, and the demand so great for quartern 
loaves and water, that profits ruled extremely 
high." In truth, as Mn Ruskin says, the art of 
becoming rich is "the art of establishing the 
maximum inequality in our own favour." * We 
send to gaol — not long since we hung — the men 
who by force divest us of our purses ; but many 
a man buys a house, a trader buys his goods, an 
employer his labour, at a price which both 
parties to the bargain know only occurs because 
he is compelled. It is here also a matter of 
force. The purchaser has in his favour a com- 
pulsion acting upon the seller. He, in accordance 
with his maxim, takes advantage of this force, 
and gives, say, half the price which, but for the 
predicament of the seller, he must have paid. 
Can we deny that it was by force, not by the 
unconstrained desire of the seller, that that 
advantage was gained ? And in what respect is 
it more moral to divest a man of his wealth by 
aid of these social forces than by aid of physical 

♦ " Unto this Last," p. 46. 
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forces ? Does not such purchaser, then, deserve 
to join the robber in his cell ? The axiom, then, 
IS immoral, and political economy, being based 
upon it, is immoral also. 

It must be readily allowed that the charge 
against political economy, that it is a science of 
the immoral, has more coherence than the 
previous criticism that it is an immoral science ; 
for we have seen that the latter phrase is an 
absurdity, while the former position not only is 
possibly sound, but does contain some truth, 
along with the appearance of more. 

In order to reach a just result, let us see, 
firsti|5^ whether it is true that political economy 
stands or falls with the "commercial maxim." 
We can afterwards discuss the point whether the 
moral character of that maxim is accurately 
pourtrayed. We will, accordingly, suppose com- 
petition to be abolished, and imagine that, say, 
a legislatively enacted just price rules every 
exchange. Does no field remain for economic 
science ? Firstly there is production, the laws 
of the creation of wealth by labour. But here 
no question of exchange enters, consequently no 
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question of just or unjust exchange. Now, pro- 
duction includes the main elements of the most 
important questions that the science embraces. 
Take the following instances. What is the law 
of the productiveness of land ? Does it increase 
in a diminishing or an increasing ratio to the 
increase of labour? The former doctrine has 
been current, but Mr. George has advanced the 
latter. The classification of labour as productive 
and unproductive, with its consequences to the 
progress in wealth of a society, with its implied 
most important result, — reversal of the current 
opinion that luxurious expenditure is " good for 
trade;" subdivision of labour; the increased 
economical value of labour which is educated 
and honest ; co-operation, as tending to enhance 
production by rendering labour more efficient ; 
the source of the existence and increase of 
capital ; the limitation of employment by capital, 
and the consequent importance of the distinction 
between circulating and fixed capital ; over- 
production, with its correlative under-production ; 
the influence of mechanical invention and im- 
proved processes ; — here is a partial list of difficult 
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questions requiring analysis, investigation, and 
popular explanation, which remain under the 
category of production. Then there is distri- 
bution. Commercial exchange is not the sole 
agent in effecting the distribution of wealth, and 
therefore if the terms of such exchange were 
irrevocably fixed, or in any other way com- 
petition were excluded, very much remains. 
Bequest — should the right exist, with or without 
limit } Taxation — how should it be levied ; on 
whom, on what, by whom, when, and what are 
the economic consequences of this diversion of 
wealth? Co-operation — how does it affect the 
distribution of wealth among the existing orders 
of society ? Is it, or may it become, desirable 
or necessary to impose a restraint on population ? 
What is the cause of, and whence the remedy, for 
this burdensome pauperism ? Should the legis- 
lator interfere to stimulate the productive energies 
of certain classes of society by measures pro- 
moting small ownership or small agricultural 
tenancies ? If from the economic standpoint it 
is desirable, can he achieve these ends? But, 
further, if just prices ruled commerce, exceptional 
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claims would be advanced by the owner of land 
for rent, and so the economist's doctrine of rent 
is needed. Again, shall trade be free to the 
world, or protected at some or all points ? This 
problem remains, though exchange be based on 
justice. And, lastly, the question whether, upon 
a just price being desired by the men of com- 
merce, it can best be attained by government 
interference, — this is a matter which, as directly 
bearing on the production of wealth, the 
economist must investigate. 

Thus we find that, granting political economy 
to be a science of the immoral so far as it is 
based upon the " commercial maxim," yet only 
a relatively small portion is so based. Ex- 
change is but one among many large phenomena 
incident to an industrial society. Unfortunately, 
it is one which has seized the popular mind, 
and the critical mind, to the undue obscuration 
of remaining parts of equal or greater value. 
Adam Smith has been a source of this false per- 
spective, by himself devoting disproportionately 
small attention to other portions — a mistake 
natural to the infancy of a subject, and not a 
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justification of those who to-day commit the 
same error, and then denounce their fellow- 
wanderer. 

It is obvious that the conditions of exchange, 
important as they are to the individuals who 
exchange, are, except in special cases, unim- 
portant to the State. To it, changes of wealth 
from A to B are merely changes from one 
pocket to another. And political economy does 
its chief work from the State standpoint. How 
can the wealth of the nation be augmented } 
In other words, what are the laws of the produc- 
tion and accumulation of wealth ? Knowing this, 
the statesman knows how to adjust legislation, 
so far as he may desire to accept the economist's 
end. It is by influencing legislation, not by 
guiding the individual in his personal transac- 
tions, that the great work of political economy 
has been and will be done. The practices of 
business have not been materially affected by 
political economy. Exchange has, from the 
days of Solomon, been known by the trader to 
rest on the "commercial maxim," modified by 
custom. Probably, the popular misapprehension 
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that that maxim was somehow justified by 
economists, has led to a more ruthless practice 
of it; and in the matter of credit, a more 
scientific analysis has disclosed unforeseen evils, 
which has strengthened the movement against 
it. But the legislation, not of England only, 
but of the civilized world, has been modified in 
some directions, reversed in others, and obviously 
only waits a larger popular education to effect 
further revolutions. No science has, in one 
hundred years, made so many and so important 
conquests as political economy. By showing 
that economic progress attended on labour, 
education, ingenuity, thrift, and free exchange, 
it brought men back to the simple healthiness 
of nature, and so dealt a death-blow to the 
clumsy artifices, the class restrictions which the 
rule of ignorance and selfishness had imposed 
on England and civilization. 

In these national aspects political economy 
stands firm, whatever may be our judgment of 
the " commercial maxim ; " and the importance 
of that portion, in order that its fullest impor- 
tance be shown, would require a statement of 
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the consequent change in our moral judgments 
of the individual consequent on our changed 
convictions concerning the influence of luxurious 
expenditure, of early and improvident marriage, 
and of charity. But, satisfied that the foregoing 
remarks suffice for our purpose, let us proceed 
to consider the case of that portion of political 
economy which is based on the "commercial 
maxim." Have we here a science of the im- 
moral ? Of course, if the oft-named " maxim " 
is the expression of selfishness, the question 
must be answered in the affirmative, though it 
would then remain to be shown that such science, 
as science, should not be pursued. The usual 
formula, " Buy in the cheapest market, and sell 
in the dearest," does not obviously cover the 
whole ground. For instance, the economist 
assumes that if two trades are equal in all 
respects except that one occupation is much 
more agreeable than the other, that which is 
the more agreeable will attract the niost persons. 
We may say, and with truth, that the above 
formula covers this case, for it is the desire to 
give as little as practicable in return for as much 
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as can be gained that is operative. But we shall 
more clearly see the breadth and nature of the 
principle if we make it run thus : " Men seek 
the greatest gratification." It follows that they 
will strive to give for a gratification the least 
return of money or labour that is possible, 
because otherwise they lose gratification of desires 
or power to gratify them. Undoubtedly, in 
reasoning concerning exchange and the human 
acts that affect it, this maxim of self-interest is 
assumed. But is it immoral ? Is it identical 
with selfishness? To establish the latter we 
require to show that the act by which we seek 
our gratification is injurious. If it harm no one 
else and benefit me, wherein is the immorality } 
Would not the immorality be that I should 
forego such a benefit ? It would essentially be 
waste of life. May I not, without a tincture of 
personal selfishness, accept such benefit } Nay, 
must I not, if I otherwise perceive waste will 
ensue } But it will, perhaps, be rejoined that 
such cases do not occur. To obey the maxim 
is to injure others, and that unselfishness cannot 
and is not present in such obedience. From 

D 
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this view the writer dissents considerably ; but 
the further discussion of the point will be found 
in the next chapter, in which it forms an essential 
element We must, therefore, be content with 
affirming that acts undertaken to gratify desire 
have, as such, no moral character ; that when 
the actor upon such maxim is charged with 
selfishness, the charge is premature ; for selfish- 
ness is matter of the moral motor, and the moral 
motor is not necessarily in evidence upon the 
bare statement that a given action is undertaken 
to gratify desire. 

The position taken here, then, is, that the 
" commercial maxim " is in itself neither moral 
nor immoral ; that it may become so if its con- 
sequences are shown to be necessarily injurious ; 
that he who acts upon it becomes so if he 
practise it with the knowledge that the results 
will be injurious. But political economy, in the 
department of exchange, which alone implies 
this axiom, has no concern with the moral 
personage that lives behind and propels the 
acts. It accepts the acts and their actual law, 
and leaves the moral nature to ethical science, 



IS POLITICAL ECONOMY IMMORAL t 35 

as ethical science leaves the objective conse- 
quences of such acts to political economy. If 
ethics stepped in to say that all acts based on 
the maxim were wicked, it might be forcibly 
contended that no science of such acts is needed : 
we have only to condemn them; but if, as is 
here contended, the acts are, primarily, of a 
neutral ethical character, — if they lose that 
neutrality only when their consequences are 
shown to be good or bad, — if that act only is 
truly bad the consequences of which are truly 
injurious, then the ground is clear for political 
economy to analyze the consequences of obedi- 
ence to that maxim, and so lay the founda- 
tions for a just moral judgment, by the moralist, 
concerning the ** commercial maxim." A fuller 
effort to qualify and show the important relations 
of this position will be made in the following 
chapter. 

The criticism of political economy has now 
been seen to narrow itself from the charge of 
being an immoral science to that of being a 
science of immorality, and from a charge 
directed against the whole science to one directed 



36 NEW SOCIAL TEACHINGS, 

against a portion of the phenomena of distribu- 
tion. This remnant the above remarks seek to 
clear. Whether successful or not, it is desirable 
to point out that political economy does not 
assume that people " buy in the cheapest market, 
and sell in the dearest." The relevant extract 
already made from Mr. Mill's work, in which he 
presumes all exchange to be based on com- 
petition, must not be understood to mean that 
Mr. Mill was so foolish as either to believe or 
desire that every exchange is so based. He 
adduces many cases in which they are largely 
determined by custom, while kindness frequently 
modifies price. But if a person give a shilling 
for that which ninepence will purchase, the 
threepence, while it may be very rightly given, 
is paid on non-economical grounds, and such 
prices cannot be reasoned upon by means of 
economical laws. The " commercial maxim," 
then, constitutes the differentia^ the defining 
point, by which is described the circle that 
embraces such acts as political economy under- 
takes to deal with, /^eluding commercial acts, 
including ethical acts. Even, then, if the charge 
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that the '* maxim " is the formula of selfishness 
be maintained, it still remains that the economist 
does not assume every human nature to be uni- 
versally selfish. He says that a considerable 
number of our acts are based on the said maxim 
— a sufficient number of them, considering their 
importance, their close inter-relations, and the 
resultant complexity of their phenomena, to 
justify their separate treatment. 

And are not these assertions true ? Is it not 
the fact that, in the world of commerce and 
industry, exchange is based on self-interest, and 
that, more and more, restraining agencies, such 
as ancient custom, possibly even moral con- 
siderations, lose their power? Large portions 
of the world are, doubtless, ruled now more by 
established usage than by competition ; but we 
are certain that as that complex thing called 
civilization spreads across the world, the relative 
importance of these factors will reverse them- 
selves. Hence the political economy which 
examines the nature and economical conse- 
quences of such states of society is seen to be 
not only true of, that is, applicable to, large 
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portions of the peoples of the globe, but, as the 
science of coming states of coming peoples, we 
see more clearly its wide and deep importance. 
Competitive exchange may or may not be 
desirable, it may or may not be the final state 
of commerce ; but no one can reasonably doubt 
that the less civilized races will, as they open 
their minds to the ideas of the older nations, 
more and more thoroughly accept our com- 
mercial doctrine. Nor can any one reasonably 
doubt that we, their teachers, shall be ruled by 
this doctrine for a very long period indeed. 
Seeing, then, how intimately our fates are bound 
up with the present economical system, and 
seeing, also, the area over which this system 
extends, or will extend, it appears to be but the 
commonest of common sense that its system 
should be comprehended. The proposal that 
it shall not be understood, although we are 
obliged to live beneath its shade, and that we 
shall dwell in ignorance of its working because its 
ethical character is questioned, while the ground 
of that questioning is that certain evil effects 
are said to be necessary results of that system^ 
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— this proposal is not likely to commend itself 
to reasonable persons. It must be observed, 
further, that these comments are only in defence 
of that part of political economy which assumes 
the *• commercial maxim." We have already seen 
that the larger portions of its work do not rest 
on this assumption, and that in those portions it 
may do, and it has done, work for mankind of 
the first importance. 

. Thinkers of the school of Mr. Ruskin would 
by no means accept the above view. " Unto 
this Last," where Mr. Ruskin has placed his 
hostility to the economists in the most coherent 
form, declines to accept wealth, material wealth 
being, of course, denoted, as the end of political 
economy. It must be " souls of a good quality." 
Not those things which people desire — food, 
clothing, luxuries, and so forth, with the 
practices or laws by which they actually do 
produce and distribute such things — shall be the 
subject ; but the things which they ought to 
desire, the methods of obtaining them which 
they ought to practise. We must have political 
economy " in the true and final sense." In other 
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words, the nature of man being fundamentally 
A, the earth upon which he works having for 
its laws B and C, certain ends of life are defined, 
and the business of the economist is to discover 
how those ends can be realized, both by in- 
dividual and by State activities. Upon this 
conception it may be remarked, first%s that 
the science, so marked out, is not the science 
treated of by the economists. Theirs is the 
laws of the production and distribution of 
national wealth. Mr. Ruskin's is the laws of the 
production of perfect men and women. Whether 
the economists have correctly named their 
science is a question not of the first importance. 
The etymological meaning of the term cer- 
tainly suits better the final science of Mr. 
Ruskin, than the departmental one of Smith 
and Mill. What impropriety there is bids fair 
to be somewhat remedied, since contemporary 
writers are largely substituting the slightly 
better term ** economics." But, secondly, the 
difference lies deeper than the question of 
nomenclature. Mr. Ruskin requires that the 
laws of gaining material wealth shall be con- 
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sidered in full conjunction with the laws of 
intellectual and aesthetic production, and the 
whole under the control of the ethical conception 
of the production of the perfect human being, 
in the perfect natural order. The entire, final 
interests of humanity being known, or, through 
conscience and the moral affections, useful clues 
to those final interests being known, the relation 
of man to wealth-production is to be determined. 
Such science will be, then, the final one. It is 
the widest, most complex task which man can 
set himself Its just execution implies know- 
ledge and wisdom substantially infinite, and for 
such approximate execution of the task as may 
be practically useful, it carries us into the 
highest spheres of investigation, to which all 
sciences, all experiences, contribute their share 
either. to the ideal of perfection, or to the paths 
which shall conduct to the goal. Such science 
is the queen of her order. On the other hand, 
political economy, as conceived by her humble 
followers, examines a small fraction of this 
almost infinite field. She shades from her ^y^s 
so dazzling an object as the perfect soul, and 
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takes, not even any law of man as her end, 
but laws of men's things — the laws, namely, of 
the producing of material things, which we 
name wealth. To her, man is no more than 
any other necessary element, as, for instance, 
fertile land. Human labour, as matter of fact, 
does produce wealth, in conjunction with other 
factors. It does usually operate in exchange 
according to a law — that, namely, which has 
been termed the "commercial maxim;" and, 
law or uniformity being necessary to the exist- 
ence of science, human acts that do not so 
conform are excluded. Thus the economist 
hopes from his limited plot to yield up to the 
larger ambitions of greater sciences, to the high 
priests of human progress, and to the world in 
general, some truths which shall, because true, 
be not uo e l e sG r lA^Ji-^f^ <- . 

The question which jpr at issue is whether 
the wealth-science can be usefully prosecuted 
when isolated from ethics. Mr. Ruskin insists 
on maintaining the two in a step-by-step con- 
junction. The economist will freely admit that 
ethical interests are supreme, and that in their 
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cause his conclusions are to be used, and that 
they thus receive their true value ; but he con- 
ceives that he need not consider whether the 
Epicurean or the Ascetic mode of life, the 
Altruistic or the Hedonistic doctrine of morals, 
be sound, in order that he analyze correctly the 
conditions of wealth-production. How wealth 
comes to be at all, what are the effects of 
various laws, customs, and other agents of dis- 
tribution, these he proposes to discover and 
state to the world, which then will be able to 
determine what social economy will best aid to 
realize the ends which its ethical beliefs dictate. 
Thus to the economist it appears as reasonable 
to unite ethical questions with his pursuit, as to 
ask the mathematician to confuse himself with 
such subjects when he solves problems of 
planetary motions. Division of labour is 
essential to successful research. Every concen- 
tration of attention is a case of it To reduce 
all fields of knowledge into one, because no 
sequence, however trivial, fails of some effect on 
man's destiny, is merely to enthrone ignorance. 
It is, however, rejoined that the subject of 
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political economy embraces human nature, the 
law of its productive energy, and that the human 
spirit is a unity. If a right ethical relation 
between men be the condition of greatest 
wealth-production, then the two questions 
become joined. We may separate the science 
of health from that of wealth, for health is 
treated as a question of the bodily organism ; 
but labour for wealth is a phenomenon of the 
human spirit, and its springs of life are spiritual 
— are in the affections and conscience. To ex- 
plain industrial phenomena, to state the laws of 
the most effective wealth-production, we must 
go beyond natural agents, beyond human labour 
exchanged under the "commercial maxim.*' 
For example, Mr. Ruskin states that " it [the 
largest quantity of work] will be done only when 
the motive force, that is to say, the will or spirit 
of the creature, is brought to its greatest strength 
by its own proper fuel, namely, the affections." * 
Again, still more precisely, " The universal law 
of the matter is that, assuming any given 
quantity of energy and sense, in master and 

♦ " Unto this Last," p. lo. 
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servant, the greatest material result obtainable 
by them will be, not through antagonism to each 
other, but through affection for each other ; and 
that if the master, instead of endeavouring to 
get as much work as possible from the servant, 
seeks rather to render his appointed and neces- 
sary work beneficial to him, and to forward his 
interests in all just and wholesome ways, the 
real amount of work ultimately done, or of good 
rendered, by the person so cared for, will indeed 
be the greatest possible." * This doctrine, that 
the relation must be one of friendliness, in order 
to carry labour to its highest productiveness, Mr. 
Ruskin places against the teaching that it must 
be one of antagonism, determined solely by 
opposing self-interests, and this latter he assumed 
to be lAe doctrine taught by the political economist 
FirslAr, concerning the economist, the individual 
who investigates in this field, does he hold this 
doctrine } It would have been extremely in- 
teresting if Mr. Ruskin had given references. 
To make a universal proposition is rash — to say 
that never one has ; but the present writer con- 
♦ ** Unto this Last," p. 1 1. 
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fesses that he has never met with such a state- 
ment by any economist of high' repute — the 
statement being made, not as his ipse dixity but 
as based on a scientific foundation. We have 
already seen that he assumes the "commercial 
maxim," that is to say, competition, as domi- 
nant, and he reasons upon the assumption, 
strengthened in his belief of the utility of the 
inquiry by the observed fact that economic 
relations tend more and more to assume this 
form. But, as we have also seen, such assump- 
tion carries with it no judgment concerning its 
moral soundness, nor does it imply that the 
economist believes that employer and labourer 
should be related only by self-interest in order 
to produce the best result. The economist is 
entitled to treat of this question when he 
discusses the causes of the productiveness of 
labour ; but while education, temperance, 
industry, honesty, and so forth are adduced, 
the comparative results, antithetic relations of 
friendliness and antagonism, are rarely referred 
to. Entire scepticism must, therefore, be felt 
towards the charge that economists teach the 
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exclusion of friendliness between workman and 
master. 

But if the charge were made good, what 
would be shown ? Not that the science cannot 
be studied apart from ethical considerations, but 
that, when the economist analyzes human nature 
engaged in production, he must do his work 
correctly. Assuming that friendly relations are 
essential to the highest efficiency of labour, then 
he who thinks he has discovered the contrary 
has blundered in his studies. What is needed 
is not the introduction of ethical questions, for 
we have to bear steadily in mind that we are 
concerned with a non-ethical science. We need 
the investigation that will show certain relations 
of friendship to be conducive to production. We 
do not need to add a dictum that such relations 
oug-At to be instituted. Science issues no com- 
mands ; that is for the moralist. 

It has not, then, been shown that economists 
have fallen into the error of denying the aid 
given to wealth-production by friendliness. If 
it had, the error would be a charge against 
political economy itself only in the same sense 
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that the errors of the pre-Daltonian theories 
of chemical combination were chargeable to 
chemistry, as faults, namely, those of adolescence. 
A new science is created when a point is newly 
conceived as an end towards which laws con- 
verge, or as a centre round which they cluster. 
Wealth-production, distribution, and, in some 
respects, consumption also, are the point towards 
which many laws of physical and human nature 
converge. That the inaccurate statement, in- 
evitable at least in the early stages, is proof of 
the impossibility of the science, is a conclusion 
which is unreasonable. Again, to say, with 
Mr. Ruskin,* that because the "affectionate 
element'* is different in kind from self-interest, 
therefore the current political economy is to be 
laid aside as an absurdity, is equally unreason- 
able, because, firstly, only part of that science 
is affected by the exclusion of the " affectionate 
element ; " and, secondly, the portion which is 
affected is perfectly competent to include it, 
while still maintaining its isolation from ethical 
science. 

• " Unto this Last," p. 2, et seq. 
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To complete the statement of the deserts of 
economists upon the point at issue, it should be 
said that, while economists have, on the whole, 
given no opinion concerning this matter, they 
ought to have done. Friendliness between em- 
ployer and employed, with all that is concerned 
in that pr^nant word, is an important element 
in the productiveness of labour, and of the return 
to capital. It is not only within the right, but 
it is an omitted duty of the economist, to attend 
to this factor equally with such qualities as 
honesty and security. The absence of this 
attention has probably arisen from a feeling that 
the rigidity of science demands the assumption 
of rigid relations based on the "commercial 
maxim." But it is not so. All that is required 
is the free acknowledgment of the economical 
value of kindly relations. It is true we cannot 
say how much will thus be added to the 
effectiveness of an hour's labour ; but neither 
can we know this when increased education is 
acquired by the worker. Such knowledge is not 
necessary to the existence of political economy. 
A hypothetical human rigidity is required only 

E 
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in the matter of exchange, and that is not dis- 
turbed by the introduction of friendliness in the 
relations of employer and employed. 

Here, as before, we are able to trace de- 
ficiencies and errors natural to the development 
of a most intricate subject, in which imperfections 
may probably be found the plausible sources of 
hostility ; but we find no solid ground for that 
hostility, at least not in the form which it has 
assumed. The need has been for assistive 
criticism, not for attempted destruction. 

Our conclusion, then, will be that the separa- 
tion of the study of the laws relating to wealth 
from the general science of sciences, which 
teaches the laws of man's conduct, and thus 
implies what that conduct ought to be — in other 
words, the separation of the science of wealth 
from the science of man— is practicable. Being 
practicable, it will be useful, and is, therefore, 
desirable; a conclusion which is confirmed by 
the rapid progress made in comprehending 
economical phenomena since Adam Smith 
effectively commenced that severance, as com- 
pared with the futile guesses which were the 
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high-water mark of the preceding period of non- 
separation. 

In the course of this essay, the answer 
assumed to be given to the contention that 
political economy cannot be immoral because 
it is a science, was that, even then, it was a 
false science, for it affirmed its postulate to be 
the " commercial maxim," nothing less than 
universal selfishness — an affirmation which is 
obviously untrue of the inhabitants of this planet, 
whatever may be true of those of others. To 
this it has been rejoined that only a part of 
political economy is affected by the charge ; 
that this part does not assert self-regard as uni- 
versal, but, what is very different, that it is 
universally true of the class of acts embraced by 
that part It has, however, also been urged 
that the " commercial maxim " has no moral 
character, that it is neither the expression of 
selfishness nor any other ethical predicate. The 
final consideration of this question was, however, 
adjourned. If every transaction on competitive 
terms is, so far, an act of pure selfishness, 
morality demands its abolition. The following 
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essay seeks to answer this question, and also to 
consider the alternative of a "just price," which 
is contended for by those who hold to the 
doctrine that competition is essentially bad. 



( S3 ) 



CHAPTER II. 

COMPETITIVE PRICE V, JUST PRICE. 

The rebellion against unchecked selfishness in 
commerce, curiously supposed to be a rebellion 
against political economy, has taken the form 
of a demand that exchange of commodities, of 
which labour is one, shall be based on justice, 
and not on the mere brute forces which we 
usually denote by the word " competition." The 
attack is directed against a position at once of 
paramount importance, and of apparently im- 
pregnable strength. When the division of labour 
is carried so far that no worker produces more 
than a fraction of his needs, and usually no part 
of them at all, exchange is the resource of all ; 
and the conditions which rule it largely rule 
us also. Two charges are brought against 
exchange, as determined by competition, namely, 



54 NEW SOCIAL TEACHINGS. 

that the terms of it are unfair ; some people get 
too much, and therefore others too little ; and 
also that it implies the sheer selfishness of those 
who thus exchange. Into the value of these 
charges we will inquire presently. We are now 
concerned with the fact that an alternative is 
proposed, by names which cannot fail to com- 
mand our respect, even though their case be not 
considered finally sound. 

That the existing economical organization of 
society is marked by great practical defects, no 
one need be concerned to deny. The distribu- 
tion of wealth is to-day chiefly regulated by 
force. The swayings of supplies and demands, 
sometimes checked, sometimes accelerated by 
speculation, rings, and " corners," strikes, lock- 
outs, and the wretched remuneration of those 
who are not clever enough either to strike or 
emigrate, are marks of a society in which " they 
shall get who have the power." It is distribution 
by force, or rather forces ; and though these be 
social forces — the needs and ignorance of men, 
they are no more moral forces than is the 
physical compulsion of the brigand. Each alike 
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"corners " his object with a sufficient power for 
the end in view. 

The terms of exchange are not now usually 
considered to come within the sphere of morals. 
Yet there surely must be a " right " price — a 
price which will give to each his own, any other 
price than which will take from one or the other 
something that is his without affording an 
equivalent If, for instance, A's article be worth 
7, and it be exchanged for B's goods, which 
are worth 5, then A has exchanged 5 of his for 
5 of B's goods, but B has got hold of 2 without 
paying any equivalent. To purchase labour or 
goods on such terms as they may at times be 
commercially procurable, is frequently to consign 
the "cornered" seller to miserable poverty. 
Would not an exchange on equal terms be for 
the welfare of the seller, and if so, would it not 
be better for the purchaser that he should not 
so act toward his " cornered " neighbour ? But 
is not this to say that ethical questions, questions 
of right and wrong, have some reference to the 
terms of exchange } Let us, then, without 
further delay, agree with the contenders for a 
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" just price," that prices may be wrong morally 
as well as commercially; and that, therefore^ 
prices may be right or just. This being so, the 
further agreement is at once implied that ex- 
change at a just price is desirable. 

But what is a just price ? A loaf of bread is 
the result of, let us suppose, one hour's labour. 
Here is a gallon of potatoes, also the result of 
one hour's labour. We will assume, for the sake 
of simplicity, that the skill in each case is equal. 
On what terms ought those goods to exchange ? 
Clearly the cost has been precisely equal, and 
no reason can be assigned why either should 
have more than the other. The loaf should 
exchange for the potatoes. On any other terms, 
the one would have to work part of his time for 
nothing — the baker, for instance, if he gave his 
hour's work for the produce of half an hour of 
the gardener. Equality, then, is the rule of just 
exchange. By it each man has his own. The 
baker still has the whole produce of his hour's 
labour, but in the form of potatoes. The 
' gardener likewise has the whole produce of his 
hour's work, but in the form of bread. In Mr. 
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Ruskin's words, "Time for time, strength for 
strength, skill for skill" * Thus, and thus only, 
a man retains the fruits of his own labour. That 
which he has made remains his, and that surely 
a man should have ; it is his first and sacred 
right, without which the institution of private 
property is an institution possessing no justifi- 
cation. Capital is a co-essential for production. 
For the use of it, remuneration must be given 
at an identical rate for that found by gardener 
and by baker, equality remaining our guide. 
Thus exchange is confined to its legitimate 
purpose, that, namely, of transferring goods 
from persons who do not want them to those 
who do, so rendering possible division of labour. 
Thus exchange ceases to be a means whereby 
one man annexes the realized labour, in other 
words, the life of his fellows. 

But it will be asked, what, then, becomes of 
the manufacturer's profit ? The answer is, that 
just profit remains, and that only. The word 
as used by business men covers several items. 
Firstly, it embraces the remuneration which is 
♦ " Unto this Last," pp. 82, 83. 
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demanded for the use of capital ; secondly, the 
employment of capital in business involves, in 
varying degrees, risk of loss, hence the return 
must be increased to form an adequate insurance 
against that . risk ; thirdly, the manufacturer 
frequently includes the payment for his labour 
and skill as manager; but, fourthly, he hopes, 
by " watching the market," further to increase his 
returns. The principle laid down condemns the 
last item only ; but of that it demands the 
exclusion. The manufacturer employs in pro- 
duction capital, the value of the use of which is 
known, and should be received, the return on 
Consols being a fair standard. The charge for 
risk is just, its office being simply to preserve 
the capital intact. The maker also employs his 
own labour and skill, the assessment of which 
may be matter of some difficulty in practice ; 
but the theoretical position is clear. 

We have proceeded so far in agreement, the 
result being that a just price exists, is desirable, 
and has equality for its principle. But the 
further task remains for those advocates of a 
just price, who place that term in antithesis to 
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a competitive price, to show that by non-com- 
petitive means they can secure (i) knowledge of 
just prices, and (2) obedience to that knowledge. 
Those who have read the literature of this 
subject will allow the truth of the statement 
that no serious attempt has been made to 
grapple with these points. So far the movement 
has been a rebellion merely. It has been 
strong in destructive criticisms, weak in its 
suggestions for replacement, and on these lines 
the matter would scarcely be worthy of further 
discussion, were it not that thus we shall be led 
on to a more promising avenue of thought. It 
is in " Unto this Last " that, as before, we meet 
with the most noteworthy attempt to demonstrate 
the practicability of establishing non-competitive 
just exchange. Here Mr. Ruskin appears to 
hold * that it is easier for a customer to know 
what he ought to pay for an article than to 
know what he must pay, easier to discover the 
just price than the market price. He will 
probably find few to agree with him. How is 
the maiden lady, the village dweller, the town 
♦ "Unto this Last," p. 89. 



60 NEW SOCIAL TEACHINGS, 

workman, or even the town business man, to 
know what price will afford a just remuneration 
to every person concerned in, say, the production 
of a packet of pins ? It is understood that 
scores of hands have united to produce each pin, 
and since then they have perhaps travelled from 
Germany, and passed through many stages of 
distribution. The same difficulty exists with 
nearly every article that can be named ; and it 
may be safely said that a person in deadly 
earnest, after expending much time and intelli- 
gence upon the matter, would only succeed in 
forming rough guesses concerning a few insig- 
nificant articles on which the chief labour is 
spent near his abode. We have, further, to bear 
in mind that ingenuity is, in many branches, 
incessantly reducing the labour of production. 
New articles, at first made chiefly by hand, and 
with much labour, as demand becomes per- 
manent and large, are made largely by machinery, 
or by labour trained by longer experience, at a 
cost which gradually becomes merely a fraction 
of the original amount. Cost, again, varies, and 
must vary, not only between various localities, 
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but also in the same locality at different periods. 
For instance, a house must be dearer in Cheap- 
side, London, than that same house were it in 
Wytham-cum-Watby ; and in Cheapside it must 
be greater now than it would have been a gene- 
ration since. Nor, even in the few cases where 
some estimate is possible, and both buyer and 
seller desire justice, is it easy to see how the 
matter would end without the entrance of com- 
petition ; for if the estimate of the buyer was 
higher than that of the seller, as would probably 
happen, the natural result would be for the 
intending purchaser to decline the (to him) 
unjust offer, upon which pressure of the business 
sort would be put upon the seller to cut down 
his price. 

But grave as are the difficulties in securing 
knowledge of just prices, amounting, indeed, to 
practical impossibility, the obstacles to obedience 
to those prices, assuming them known, are equally 
great and decisive. Mr. Ruskin, in the preface 
to the volume already referred to, contemplates 
the co-existence of production by private indi- 
viduals, and, apparently, of exchange by com- 



62 NEW SOCIAL TEACHINGS. 

petition, with production by the State, which 
shall undertake to give suitable employment to 
whomsoever applies, paying them at permanently 
fixed rates of wages, and selling the produce at 
just prices. Seeing that our desire is to arrive 
at conclusions which have relation to the possi- 
bilities of our age, this plan would hardly seem 
worth discussion, at least, during this century. 
Mr. Ruskin's desire seems to be that both State 
and private factories should exist, and that as 
the State would give honest articles, and at a 
fair price, it would be seen that such genuine 
trade could hold its own against the diseased 
and wasteful competitive system. But how 
could this be ? To name, for instance, only one 
out of many obstacles, if all workers are to have 
a right to State employment, and the workers, 
as voters, have the power to fix the wages, it 
would be strange if the remuneration were not 
fixed rather higher than private capitalists would 
pay. If it were so, private production would at 
once cease. Every worker would take State 
employment. 

Again, supposing the private maker to be able 
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to work side by side with the State, and to main- 
tain his business by selling at the Staters just 
price. When, in the fluctuations of demand 
which must still exist, the market price exceeds 
the State price, the private trader can pay more 
than the State for labour ; he will increase his 
supply, and reap the gain. There is no objection 
to this ; but when the reverse case occurs, and 
the market price is below that of the State, then 
the trader will leave the State to accept the 
business when sales can only be effected at a 
loss, and to employ for him his men till more 
sunny times emerge. The State balance-sheet 
would gladden the expectant eyes of the receiver 
and the bailiff. 

So far the suggestion has been that just prices 
may conquer without compulsion. Is the 
prospect brighter if we consider State-enacted 
terms of exchange ? Supposing such legislation 
could effect its end, is it possible to obtain the 
assent of Parliament ? Just prices are wanted, 
primarily, in the interest of the weak ; but the 
weak do not rule. The strong prefer things as 
they are. If the English people in general 
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believed that there was such a thing as justice 
in exchange, and desired that it should be done, 
such legislation would be approaching somewhat 
nearer to possibility ; but when this change 
has come over us, we shall find, as will be 
presently urged, that more promising methods 
exist. The suggestion of legislation is placed 
out of court, by innumerable obstacles. If 
enacted, how would you secure obedience ? How 
prevent Harry from " swopping " a top for a 
knife, the farmer's wife from giving a friend any 
number of eggs she may choose in return for a 
coveted shawl t Are we to have a policeman 
attendant on every buyer in every exchange, a 
policeman with every commercial traveller, a 
policeman at every counter? It may be said 
that robbery is prohibited, yet we do not install 
these guardians of honesty at every point of 
possible theft. That is so ; but the person who 
is or may be robbed believes the practice to be 
inimical to his interests, and he guards against 
it, while public opinion condemns the thief. 
But, in the case supposed, the individual, or at 
least a large number of individuals, have no such 
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belief. For robbery there must be. a thief and a 
victim. For exchange on competitive terms 
there need be only two persons, each advancing 
his own interest^ and not obviously retarding 
that of any other person. To prevent such 
commerce, the presence of the policeman would 
be required, until individual opinion had been 
almost universally trained to censure exchange 
based on competition, and to do so, not only 
when the result is manifestly injurious, but also 
when it promotes the interests of both — when 
both know perfectly what they are doing, when 
neither is under any other pressure than that of 
his own free choice, and when, therefore, it seems 
a gratuitous insult for a law to step in to con^ 
fiscate that freedom, and to declare that it can 
decide better than the buyer and seller on what 
terms alone it will be well for the exchange to 
take place. Now, it is of vital importance that 
opinion shall be educated to recognize that there 
is such a thing as justice in price ; that the act of 
exchange, like every act of a rational being, falls 
under the judgment of ethics. Then it is also 
of vital importance that its progress should not 

F 
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be hampered, that the claim should not be made 
ridiculous by uniting the two ideas. If a " just 
price " doctrine is made to appear to be also the 
doctrine of a State enactment of prices in all 
exchange, the common sense of the world will 
have nothing to do with either. Now, the counter- 
view, which it is the purpose of this chapter to 
present, is that we may moralise exchange, yet 
preserve our present freedom ; we may acknow- 
ledge that prices should be "just," while we 
affirm competition to be the very agent of that 
justice ; that instead of abolishing competition, | 

our hope lies in, so to speak, perfecting it I 

We have now to turn to competition, and to i 

consider whether that affords us the prospect of 
a path to a state where the evils may at least be 
somewhat less than those we now know. Being 
in agreement that there is justice in exchange, 
and that it ought to be realized, but having 
found that the proposals to attain that state by 
calculations of cost, whether joined with volun- 
tary or compulsory obedience to the price so 
reached, are impracticable, our simple quest is 
for means of attainment which are not im- 
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possible. We need a road along which those 
who have the springs of moral progress within 
them may here and now travel. Perhaps we 
may find them nearer and less visionary than 
we suppose. 

If competition is to be our road, while we 
admit the authority of moral considerations, it is 
necessary to show that competition and selfish- 
ness are not exchangeable terms. It is usual to 
add to the statement of the evils wrought by 
competitive exchange, the charge that, being 
based upon the doctrine of "buying in the 
cheapest market, and selling in the dearest," it 
is therefore pure selfishness ; every such act is 
at -its root essentially mere greediness. To 
reach the truth in this matter we must see 
that the act of exchange is ethically neutral, is 
neither selfish nor the contrary. It can be, and 
continually is, for example, performed by 
machines. If they exchange lo for 5, no moral 
question arises. We must extend our view, in 
the first place, to the motives of the actor, in the 
second, to the consequences of the act, in order to 
attach a moral quality. In forming the judgment 
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that the actor is always selfish in competitive 
exchange, we are concerned with his motive, and 
that only. If, now, a man buy in the cheapest 
and sell in the dearest market, must his motive 
be selfishness — to get as much as possible for as 
little as possible ? We are not now concerned 
with the question what is the case usually. It is 
said that obedience to the " commercial maxim " 
always and necessarily denotes selfish motive. 
But clearly other motives are possible. Suppose, 
for instance, a man to be convinced that com- 
petitive exchange is on the whole the best for 
the true interests of men. Then his position 
will be that, while it may be best for him, it is 
also best for all others. But this is precisely the 
ground on which obedience to right is yielded, 
and urged on others, namely, that it is, in the 
highest sense, best for me and for all others. 
Inasmuch as no fiat has descended out of the 
heavens declaring this or that mode of exchange 
to be eternally good, we have to discover, in this 
matter as in others, what course will best pro- 
mote the true welfare of mankind. Then, if a 
person judge that competition does so act. 
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clearly he may accept it, with no taint of selfish 
motive, for a selfish act is one where the supposed 
interests of the actor are alone considered ; but 
in the supposed case the entirety of human 
welfare is taken into view, and the act which 
benefits the doer is performed only because it 
accords with true human welfare. It would be 
a wretched blunder to imagine that no one may 
do' anything to benefit himself without incurring 
the charge of greed. He is bound to do all that 
may benefit himself, provided that thus he 
forward, or at least do not hinder, the common 
welfare. 

Our conclusion, then, is clear, that acts of com- 
petition may be rightly performed, namely, if 
the actor believe that such acts truly promote 
human welfare. 

Still, it will be urged, better knowledge would 
show the error, the intellectual though not moral 
error, of the position that competition is beneficial. 
It may be conceded, such persons will continue, 
that people exist who cherish these beliefs ; 
economists, for instance, are emphatic concerning 
the merits of the system — it stimulates industry 
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and invention, checks exorbitant prices, and so 
forth ; but they will, with better knowledge, 
desert that doctrine, and the result must there- 
fore be that, finally, competition will only be 
practised on the ground of selfishness. It is 
really against the general interest, and the 
deception will soon vanish, carrying with it its 
only moral defence, and the blundering unselfish- 
ness will be replaced by clear-headed greediness 
if the system last. 

If that system is to be regarded as one and 
homogeneous, and better knowledge is to show 
its harmfulness, the contention is true. But 
here are two important assumptions, on which 
the whole question hangs. As at present 
practised, competition is undoubtedly the source 
of large evils, and so is given a plausibility to 
the general condemnation of those who obey it ; 
but is exchange one and homogeneous in the 
sense which is important here ? Do all acts of 
exchange give an unjust result, or do some give 
fairness and equality } If, now, exchange is in 
some instances just and in others unjust, the 
system loses the oneness claimed, and the 
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admitted evils which result from it may form no 
charge against Mr. A. or Mr. B., for he may, so 
far as can be judged, have only availed himself 
of competition so far as it enabled him to buy 
or sell at just prices. We cannot, then, say that 
when the true basis of competition is better 
understood no moral person will sanction it, for 
if some prices so reached may be unfair, others 
may be just ; and it is this result which renders 
the transaction ethically good or bad, as we have 
already seen. 

The same consideration, namely, that the 
terms of the exchange fix its character, and not 
the mere fact that those terms are fixed by 
competition, enables us to deal with the second 
assumption, that better knowledge will show to 
the ignorant the harmfulness of all such ex- 
change. Undoubtedly great evils result from 
what is loosely termed competition ; but if such 
exchange is not necessarily wrong in itself, and 
this position has been already laid down, we 
may permit ourselves to consider the various 
kinds of exchange which are grouped under the 
term competitive ; and we may perhaps discover 
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that it IS not competition, pure and simple, which 
is the source of the evils which exist, but com- 
petition plus other conditions, each of which is 
by no means a necessary attendant. The con- 
ditions or forces may aggregate themselves 
round this exchange with a result that is fair, 
but round that one and the consequence is 
deplorable. 

The question, then, that issues is this : Is it 
practicable, while adhering to competition, to 
produce a just result? If so, the prospect of 
progress seems brighter, for we avail ourselves 
of the commercial system now established, to 
uproot which would be a task that might well 
stagger a French revolutionist, though Mr. 
Ruskin does not appear to despair. 

The first step in this inquiry is to ascertain 
whether the tendency of competition is towards 
a just or an unjust result. Apart from the 
exceptional circumstances which may place this 
man at an advantage and his fellow at a disad- 
vantage, and assuming men to meet on terms 
of perfect equality, on what terms will they 
exchange if they act purely from self-interest > 
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By self-interest, let us understand the narrow 
self-interest which simply seeks to gain as much 
as possible in exchange for the least possible. 
The answer which the present writer affirms to 
be true is that, in such circumstances, competi- 
tion will give precise equality in exchange ; in 
other words, the desideratum of a "just price." 
It is not meant that competition can in actual 
life be such that perfect justice will be attained. 
Perfection does not belong to this world ; we 
have to be satisfied with a tolerable approach 
thereto. What is meant is that the unjust 
results are dtie to elements in competitive ex- 
change which are not necessarily there — which 
are limitations of free exchange ; and that per- 
fectly free exchange by competition would give 
^, perfectly just result. 

Let us endeavour to conceive of such a case, 
and, to preserve simplicity in our illustration, we 
will instance half a dozen men who produce 
goods which they barter among themselves. A 
shall be a baker, B a butcher, C a tailor, D a 
shoemaker. A can produce six loaves, B six 
pounds of meat, C a waistcoat, and D a pair 
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of shoes, each by one day's labour. We will 
further assume, to avoid complexity and exhibit 
the point at issue, that the labour of each one 
is of equal skill, and that each one can, by the 
same labour, produce the articles of any of the 
others. Thus we have four persons on a foot- 
ing of perfect equality. No one can raise the 
price of his article beyond its just value in ex- 
change, because his three customers would then 
refuse to buy, and would make their own. The 
labour is perfectly transferable. Now, if these 
four exchange, on what terms will it take place t 
It is clear that the six loaves must exchange for 
the six pounds of meat, or for the waistcoat, or 
for the pair of shoes ; for if it were not so — if, for 
example, the baker could only get four pounds 
of meat for six loaves of bread — his labour would 
be remunerated at a lower rate than that of the 
butcher, and he would commence producing 
meat. The consequence would be that, assum- 
ing the above quantities met their daily con- 
sumption, too much meat would be offered, and 
too little bread ; and, inasmuch as these changes 
would operate until the equilibrium was found, 
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we see that that would be reached when equal 
labour received an equal reward. Until that point 
was found, labour would be continually with- 
drawn from the callings where the remuneration 
was inadequate to the one in which it was 
excessive. When equality came to be, no 
motive would exist for further change. Thus 
the point of stable equilibrium (to borrow a 
phrase from physics) would be the point of 
equality. An hour's labour would exchange for 
an hour's labour of equal skill and energy. 

In the instance now described, competition is 
perfect. It is not restrained by law or custom, 
neither by trade union nor moral scruple. The 
perfect transferability of labour, which is as- 
sumed, brings competition to bear at every point 
in this little society immediately an endeavour 
is made to institute inequality. 

Thus competition is seen to produce, in the 
case supposed, precisely those terms which it 
was agreed constitute a "just price." The words 
of Mr. Ruskin, as before quoted, are, " Time for 
time, strength for strength, skill for skill." Ex- 
change on those terms which alone can secure 
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to a man the full fruits of his own industry are 
attained in our illustration, and by the agency 
of the " commercial maxim." That "just price" 
which we are asked to discover by elaborate 
calculation and arbitrary enactment, here dis- 
covers itself Further, it becomes self-regulative 
throughout changes in labour of production ; for 
if an invention renders a tailor able to produce 
two waistcoats by one day's labour instead of 
one, the waistcoats must fall to half their price, 
or the tailor would receive wages above the 
point of equilibrium, to which competition would 
immediately supply a corrective. So we find 
that the much-condemned system of exchange 
based on the " commercial maxim " appears to 
have for the goal towards which it necessarily 
works perfectly just exchange, precise antago- 
nism to the state of things in which one hour's 
work is given for two hours' equal work. By it 
exchange is constantly directed to the point at 
which profit in the illegitimate sense, gain 
made by fluctuations in the market, is extin- 
guished, and the only road to riches for a man 
is for that man to produce, seeing that what he 
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creates by his labour is preserved to him by 
equality in exchange, that and no more. 

But this state of things is simply idyllic. It 
is precisely what economic reformers sigh over 
as unattainable. We have this agent of the 
millennium, and have had it for untold centuries, 
but the happy condition is not reached. Why ? 

It will be said that the illustration does not 
correspond to the facts. Commerce, including 
commerce in labour, does not take place under 
the simple conditions stated. The assumptions 
exclude that which is essential to an explanation 
of competition as seen operating among men to- 
day. There can be partial monopolies created 
by holding back goods, and labour cannot be 
transferred immediately from trade to trade to 
check those fluctuations of the market, each of 
which deprives some one of his own. Capital 
has not been considered in the case supposed, 
and that lies near to the root of the question. 

It is true that the case stated excluded the 
causes of unequal exchange. So much is obvious, 
because, as we have seen, otherwise inequality 
could not exist, except momentarily. But the 
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task was not to ascertain the causes of un- 
just price, but whether competitive exchange is 
that cause. Now, the partial fixity of labour and 
of capital, with the imperfect knowledge which 
can be gained, especially in a complex, in- 
dustrial system of the direction in which move- 
ments of labour and capital are needed, — these 
form no part of the idea of competition ; they 
are obstructives of it If labour and capital were 
entirely fixed, or if no knowledge of desirable 
movements were accessible, competition would 
cease. What we have found, then, is, that if 
we remove the obstructions, make competition 
free and perfect, the result is just exchange. The 
pendulum oscillates about the vertical position, 
in which it would rest in virtue of its own force 
of gravitation but for the action of external 
forces. So prices, under their natural law of 
competition, would remain at the point of 
equality ; but they, too, are disturbed by ex- 
ternal forces. 

But, having considered competition as it 
operates under ideally perfect conditions, we 
have to consider what then is the reason of the 
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unsatisfactory results which actually exist in the 
world to-day. What are the agencies which 
defeat the beneficent tendencies of competition ? 
We here arrive at the most practically important 
point. No one appears to have endeavoured to 
systematize the knowledge we possess of the 
current causes of inequality. Speculation, mono- 
poly, freedom of international trade, absence 
of freedom of international trade, selfishness, 
machinery, combinations, capital, each of these 
is taken up, usually in an .isolation not corre- 
spondent to the actual circumstances, and an 
explanation is given, frequently containing con- 
siderable truth, but failing because the inquirer 
overlooks the common relation which agencies 
of inequality bear to competition, namely, 
that they limit its beneficial operation. It is 
not the claim of the present writer that he 
can accomplish the task sketched out ; but 
enough may be done to show that the principle 
brings light and guidance ; that it is the true 
principle of economic progress towards justice 
in distribution, so far as distribution is achieved 
by exchange. 
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The illustration by which the tendency of 
competition to ensure equality contemplated 
labour only, and that labour was assumed to be 
perflectly fluent ; in other words, able to pass 
immediately into those channel? where the least 
increase of advantage would be gained. Now, 
what are the differences, relevant to our question, 
between the case supposed and the case as it 
stands around us to-day? Firstly, barter, and 
not cash payments, was assumed ; but that has 
no importance. Money is but the agent of 
barter. Exchange to-day is, in truth, barter. 
We give goods or labour for goods or labour, 
and the precious metals are goods. Secondly, 
we ignored capital, and at its door the hardships 
of labour are largely laid. It may, however, be 
introduced without vitiating our illustration. 
For the production of the loaves, meat, shoes, 
and so forth, capital is necessary. Does its 
presence frustrate the tendency of competition 
to cause exchange on a basis of equality ? By 
no means. If to produce the six loaves required 
the use, say, of one sovereign for a fortnight, and 
to produce the pair of shoes required also the use 
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of one sovereign for a fortnight, could the baker 
raise his price against the shoemaker, or the 
shoemaker against the baker ? Clearly, if either 
did this, the goods of the other would afford an 
abnormal return, and the capital and labour of 
the other workers would turn to that industry 
until equilibrium is restored. The assumption 
which we have to make, to which we shall 
shortly return, is, as in the case of labour, that 
capital shall be perfectly free, able to flow into 
any occupation immediately that advantage 
would accrue. The quantity of necessary capital 
may there vary to any extent ; its remuneration 
may be a chief element of cost in producing an 
article requiring much time or costly machinery, 
and an insignificant matter in the production of, 
say, fish ; but freedom of competition will secure 
a perfectly equal rate of remuneration. 

Still, it may be urged, this new element 
vitiates the instance given, and renders of less 
value the principle that free competition gives 
perfect justice. By far the most important case 
of exchange is the exchange of labour for wages, 
that is, for commodities. Now, in buying these 

G 
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commodities with labour, I pay for both labour 
and the use of capital, both of these being ele- 
ments in the cost of production. Consequently, 
my labour, or part of it, exchanges against capital. 
While, therefore, competition may institute 
equality in the exchange of labour with labour, 
it cannot do so when labour is exchanged for 
the use of capital, and it is here, as many 
suspect, that the unfair element enters into price. 
In reply, it must be allowed that it is difficult to 
show any common measure between, say, an 
hour's labour, and the value of five pounds for a 
month ; for, firstV> there is no exertion by the 
five pounds ; and, secondly, apart from labour 
there is no produce. The task appears analogous 
to the profitless one of comparing a measure of 
time with a measure of space — half an hour with 
half a yard. But the difficulty, whether theo- 
retically insuperable or not, is, in practice, no 
difficulty at all. We find that perfect competition 
will secure to various capitals equality of re- 
muneration, and the point is, what shall the rate 
be which all are equally to share — one per cent 
or ten per cent. ? Now, we know tolerably nearly 
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what that return is by the remuneration to the 
investor in Consols. Holders of these are 
capitalists who invest where practically no risk 
exists, and no labour of management is required. 
The whole of the return is payment for the use 
of it, or, as economists say, remuneration for 
abstinence from consumption. Now, we know 
that that return is less than three per cent, per 
annum. This, then, is the value, in Great 
Britain, of the use only of one hundred pounds 
of capital, and perfect competition will ensure 
equality in remuneration, namely, that in no 
branch of trade shall the return for use only be 
more or less than three per cent. This return 
IS, as before explained^ apart from the in- 
surance against risk and labour of management, 
which are popularly included in the return on 
capital, and which may justly increase that per- 
centage largely, according to circumstances ; but 
these added elements, we must remember, are 
also subject to the equalizing agency of com- 
petition. 

Now, a universal charge of less than three per 
cent per annum cannot surely be held to be 
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extortionate, even by the labourer who pays it. 
If it were, the evil must be allowed to be 
difficult, indeed, of remedy; for how shall we 
reduce that rate, except we adopt the ancient 
device of rulers by Divine right, and compel the 
wealthy to lend at a rate of interest to be fixed 
by the borrowers. But the difficulty is practically 
solved by the modesty of the market rate of 
interest, and by perfect competition securing 
that only that rate shall be charged. 

Doubtless, capital in many situations of im- 
perfect competition secures larger returns ; but 
that relates to a stage at which we have not yet 
arrived. 

It may, thirdly, be urged, that rent has been 
ignored, and that here we have a great source of 
injustice in price. But the truth, solidly estab- 
lished and practically uncontested, is that the 
cost of production consists solely of labour and 
the remuneration of capital. This truth depends 
on the economical theory of rent, and explana- 
tion of it would occupy much space, and, being 
no matter of controversy, does not need dis- 
cussion. To meet the natural remark that every 
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manufacturer counts rent among his costs, it 
may be stated that rent, as the term is commonly 
used, IS very largely remuneration for capital, 
the capital invested in the building, etc., and has^ 
been already dealt with ; but rent, in its proper 
meaning, does not affect price. 

We have now dealt with labour and capital, 
the sole elements in determining the cost of 
production. With perfect competition we find 
nothing that can prevent equality in exchange. 
The cause, then, must be that competition is im- 
perfect. We require to see the meaning of that 
term, and the consequences to the society in 
which it exists. For perfect competition it was 
necessary to assume the elements of cost, namely,, 
labour and capital, to be perfectly fluent ; to tend 
with practical instantaneity, like disturbed water, 
to a level. Imperfect competition, then, will 
exist wherever labour and capital are not thus 
fluent. Changes in the demand and the supply 
of goods, meaning changes in the demand and 
supply of capital and labour, are inevitable in a 
society which is not a petrifaction, but living. 
Just in so far as labour and capital do not adjust 
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themselves immediately to each such change^ 
must there be a period, longer or shorter, accord- 
ing as the time of adjustment may be, during 
which competition is only tending to produce 
that equality which is immediately attained in 
the ideal case previously laid down. During 
the period when prices are only tending to 
equality, of course inequality reigns, and in- 
equality is synonymous with unjust price. If 
now our economic pendulum remained vertical 
during three-fourths of its existence, and only 
slightly disturbed during the remaining one- 
fourth, the causes of the oscillation would remain 
of secondary interest, and we might reasonably 
say, perhaps, that we had secured as near an 
approximation to our ideal as in this very 
un-ideal world we could reasonably expect ; but 
let us suppose that it resembles the pendulum 
of a working clock in that its oscillation is 
constant, and that it never dwells in its right 
position, but merely passes through it on its 
course towards new aberrations. Now, this is 
precisely the position of commerce and industry 
to-day. The principle of competition, which is 
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assailed, is the faithful servant of equity ; but its 
goal is rarely reached, because fluctuations in 
demand and supply are incessant, while the 
ability of labour and capital to adapt themselves 
to these changes is very limited. There is a 
mood of political economists which has given 
ground for criticism. We meet with lucid 
demonstrations of the tendency of wages, profits, 
and of prices in general, to a level. We are 
shown that only one price for an article can 
exist in the same market. It is also stated that 
counteracting agencies exist which make these 
laws, not untrue, but only indications of economic 
tendeficies. But these counteractants appear to 
be, secretly, a nuisance to the scientific economist, 
who otherwise could work out his theorems with 
mathematical precision, and the result is that 
the student leaves his book with a very in- 
adequate conception of the importance of these 
disturbing forces — an importance which we shall 
find to be equal to that of competition. A 
further value is given to the inquiry into these 
aberrations when we now find that the real value 
of the equilibrium which competition tends to 
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create, is that it establishes the much-desired 
"just price." 

But what are the causes of this imperfect 
transfer of (i) labour and (2) capital, which we 
find to be the root of unjust exchange ? 

(i) Concerning labour. Employment is dis- 
located, let us say, by a change of ladies' fashions, 
which supersedes silks by woollens. But the 
skill which has been acquired, perhaps by years 
of practice, in manufacturing woollen goods 
cannot be acquired in a few weeks by the un- 
employed silk weaver. When the commercial 
treaty with France was arranged in i860, one 
result was the destruction of the Coventry ribbon 
trade, balanced by an increased production of 
hardware goods. But the Coventry weavers were 
useless in these Staffordshire trades. Skilly then, 
is only slightly transferable. 

Again, labour is imperfectly transferable 
because of the cost to the labourer of his 
transfer. The wages of the Dorsetshire agri- 
cultural labourer are said frequently not to ex- 
ceed nine shillings per week, while in the north 
of England, where the cost of living is very 
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slightly higher, they are nearly twice as high for 
the same work. In the colonies the excess 
would be greater stilL But the poverty of the 
labourer chains him to his parish. He could as 
well go to Australia as to Yorkshire, and he can 
go to neither. The farm labourer may perhaps 
be more affected than those of odier callings by 
this reason, but every workman is more or less 
restricted by it ; for though it may be that the 
well-to-do artisan could defray the expense, yet 
he has to set against it the gain he expects in 
higher wages, and so the cost of transit, where it 
does not extinguish competition by being pro- 
hibitive, yet is a check which diminishes the 
power to compete. 

Perhaps the most important obstructive, here 
as almost everywhere, is ignorance. Where 
difference of wages exist for the same work the 
labourer frequently does not know it ; especially 
IS this true of the labourers of the less skilled 
sort, upon whom the pressure of poverty is 
to-day the heaviest. Ask the Dorsetshire hind 
what pay his craft receives in Yorkshire, and the 
answer will probably be astonishment that he 
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should be supposed to know. The usual course 
of the labourer is to work in his own district, if 
work there be for him, at wages tolerably level 
with the others in that district To inquire what 
pay similar work receives in " other parts " does 
not occur to him. If work fails at home, he 
goes, not to the neighbourhood where he hears 
that pay is highest ; he goes from town to town 
till some employment that is tolerably paid is 
discovered. But ignorance not only operates to 
prevent the levelling of differences that are 
comparatively permanent, — it prevents that 
anticipation of change which is possible to the 
educated. We require to remember that for 
perfect competition there is needed complete 
knowledge, not only of present, but of impend- 
ing change in demand for labour, so that, upon 
arrival of that change, the supply of labour has 
changed to correspond. Perfect competition is, 
as has before been said, obviously an ideal which 
cannot be perfectly realized ; but we require to 
have an ideal. Thus we see here that the current 
deficiency of knowledge checks the transfer of 
labour. In the hosiery trade the gradual exten- 
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sion of the application of steam machinery has, 
step by step, displaced the hand-frame worker. 
Knowledge very far short of omniscience would 
have sufficed to show the men who worked by 
hand that their time was short, that they should 
look out for other employment beforehand, and 
that, at least, it was folly to bring up their boys 
to such a trade. Yet rarely has any step been 
taken till, after periods of " short time," the last 
hand-woven article has been made. Then, when 
the frames are silent, comes to every worker at 
once the impossible task of prompt transfer to 
other labours. Want of foresight is here the 
cause of that absence of step-by-step transfer 
which the circumstances demanded. 

A further source of the fixity of labour is the 
natural reluctance of a man to leave the place of 
his birth, or at least of his friends. This may 
be an entirely justifiable ground for not securing 
elsewhere the higher wages offered ; but, never- 
theless, such intransferability lessens the perfect 
freedom of competition of which equal exchange 
is the result. Other causes might be named, 
but by the need in many trades for special skill, 



92 NEW SOCIAL TEACHINGS, 

by poverty, by want of knowledge, and by local 
attachment, we may readily see that the per- 
fectly fluent quality required to procure for 
labour equality in exchange is far from attain- 
ment, though undoubtedly in some directions it 
advances towards the ideal. 

(2) Capital has also a large measure of rigidity. 
For instance, the partial intransferability of 
labour necessities a fixity of capital, for capital 
must employ men, and at a rate that will be 
remunerative to the capitalist. The capitalist 
can only come in to the new trade as the work- 
men come in. 

The chief obstacle is, however, that capital is 
now so largely fixed in plant, machinery, and 
specialized buildings, which for any other 
purpose than the precise one for which they 
were planned are usually useless. Before the 
Nottingham lace machines were constructed so 
as to be largely adaptable, a mere change in the 
fashionable pattern of lace reduced the value of 
a single factory by many thousands of pounds. 

Capital is, however, more happily placed than 
labour. Large portions of it are perfectly free. 
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The cost of transfer is nominal, and the know- 
ledge of the present and impending conditions 
of profitable employment are much greater than 
manual labour possesses. Still we can see that 
very imperfect transferability exists even for 
capital, and so agencies exist rendering com- 
petition imperfect, and introducing inequality 
into exchange. 

Our position is that perfect competition would 
give perfectly just exchange ; and that the 
existing injustice is the result of the limitations 
on competition, chiefly those above referred to. 
But how do these limitations explain the wide- 
spread and large departure from a just price? 
The reason is that every departure from that 
state of perfect competition in which equality, 
when disturbed, is instantly restored, implies 
unjust price ; and each such limitation is a 
hindrance to restoration of equality. Why do 
people give, say, one hour's work in exchange 
for half that labour? Because, they say, they 
cannot help themselves. A brings to a market 
a ton of ripe fruit, which is twice the quantity 
that market can take at the price which will 
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fairly remunerate him. He cannot remove it to 
another market, for it would perish on the way. 
He must sell it at such a price that the demand 
will be largely increased, and so gives the labour 
of one hour in exchange for the produce of half 
an hour or less. Why did this state of things 
occur? Because the fruit-grower possessed in- 
adequate knowledge of the state of the markets. 
It was ignorance, which we have described as 
so greatly preventing perfect competition, which 
here lessened the producer's power to secure 
a just price. No doubt the needed knowledge 
is only partially possible ; but we are not here 
concerned with that aspect of the matter. Again, 
a manufacturer has an immense capital locked 
up in silk-weaving, and the fashion so far 
changes towards woollen goods that the power 
to produce silks is in excess of the requirements. 
Here the capital invested in silk-weaving 
machinery cannot be removed for investment in 
plant adapted for woollen manufactures without 
very great loss. It cannot even stand idle 
except at heavy sacrifice ; so the owner sells his 
goods lower and lower than the remunerative 
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price, hoping so to stimulate demand as to pre- 
serve his business. Thus, again, the use of, say, 
ten thousand pounds of capital for one month is 
exchanged for perhaps the use of one thousand 
pounds for that period. The cause is the in- 
transferability of capital. In our illustration of 
four men who exchanged their goods, we found 
it necessary to assume perfect transferability. 
Otherwise exchange would doubtless not have 
been equal, for one or other would have pro- 
duced more than the other three required, when 
he would either have had to lie idle part of the 
day — in other words, remedy over-production 
by short-time — or he must have reduced his 
price till the others sufficiently increased their 
purchases, which is the more common course 
taken by producers to remedy over-production. 
The result is that labour and capital exchange 
unequally. Thus, if the baker found that the 
bread he daily produced was in excess of the 
needs of the other three, he might offer to reduce 
the price to stimulate consumption ; that is, he 
would offer to exchange his day's work for the 
produce of, perhaps, three-fourths of a day's 
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work of the others. This state of things would 
not be if the baker's labour were transferable ; 
if, finding one hour spent in making bread only- 
produced three-quarters of an hour's produce of 
shoe-making, the baker could next day devote 
part of his time to producing shoes. 

We might in this way adduce numberless 
illustrations of the fact that limitations on 
perfect competition produce inequality in ex- 
change, or, in other words, unjust price. 

The endeavour of men to procure for their 
labour, or for its produce, the largest return 
practicable, only leads to equal exchange if men 
be free — free in the control of their labour and of 
their capital. It has this result because men, 
ex hypothesi, will remove their labour and capital 
from the worse to the better paid pursuits. So 
results an equality in which men are bound to 
rest But these obstructives to such a condition 
of things largely prevent the realization of 
equality. The general rule is inequality ; and it 
is worthy of note that the inequality is in the 
long run adverse to the labourer as a class. 
In so far as the inequalities in exchange are 
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features of an exchange between the labourers, 
to them as a class no loss ensues. But labour 
is usually bought by the capitalist, and by him 
sold to the consumer, and here it lies at a great 
disadvantage. We have seen that the remunera- 
tion for abstinence which capital may rightly 
claim is barely three per cent ; but though it 
always tends to this point, few will doubt that 
its average is much higher, and the excess is lost 
to labour. The disadvantages which weigh 
down the wage-class when they meet the em- 
ployed in exchange fall under the head already 
named, want of transferability. If demand and 
supply could remain for many years unchanged 
by changing fashions, new markets, discoveries, 
panics, and all the other thousand sources of 
oscillation of price, the return to capital would 
settle down at something like three per cent. 
But these disturbing causes cannot be excluded. 
To parry their effects on wages, labour needs to 
possess perfect transferability ; but it possesses 
less than capital. The skilled workman can 
rarely change his trade. Poverty checks him in 
moving to other districts ; but knowledge is his 

H 
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greatest want, and here the capitalist has great 
advantage. The employers in any trade prac- 
tically always have in their own district either 
a tacit or an open understanding that wages 
shall not exceed a certain amount. 

Competition is obstructed in its tendency to 
equality by this understanding among the em- 
ployers. To neutralize that advantage the 
workmen may and do combine, but here they 
are hampered by the almost necessary inferiority 
of their knowledge of the possibility of obtaining 
an advance. Thus they may only be able to 
obtain for themselves the increased share which 
they may fairly claim when the favourable state 
of prices is about to pass away. It is largely for 
this reason, the eflfective union among employers, 
combined with the workers* imperfect knowledge 
and combination, that wages never rise con- 
currently and proportionately with profits, and 
the more rapid the rise the greater the disparity. 
Persons of wide experience in commerce to-day 
will allow the truth of the statement that large 
profits are not usually made out of the very 
steady, established trades, or those in which there 
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are few fluctuations. It is in times of rising and 
of exceptionally high prices that large profits 
become general in any trade. The introduction 
of change into nearly every business, whether 
manufacturing or distributive, is now incessant 
By new machinery, or better processes, new 
markets for the raw material, change of tariff, 
the consequent opening of other countries to our 
goods, periods of dispute with workmen, wars, 
commercial panics, co-operative distribution, and 
numerous other influences, oscillation of the 
conditions of business is chronic ; and these 
changes resolve themselves into disturbances in 
which labour suffers. If, however, plausible 
ground exists for thinking that less and less 
does competition succeed in establishing that 
fundamental equilibrium towards which it tends, 
it will be said that competition is ineffective to 
produce justice, and that, therefore, it cannot be 
rightly accepted, inasmuch as the only ground 
on which it can be defended is that it is an 
agent of justice. Of what use is a so-called 
tendency to an equilibrium which is more and 
more rarely reached ? 
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It may be rejoined ' that, even if it be as 
described, yet inequality in exchange may be 
lessening. If a pendulum oscillate slowly, say 
with a hundred movements per hour, it must 
have diverged, at the end of each swing, much 
further from the vertical than if it oscillate, say, 
a thousand times per hour. In the latter case 
the number of variations from the perpendicular 
is much greater, but the average divergence will 
be found to be much less. So prices may show 
an increasing tendency to vary, but within a 
narrower area. Wheat alters in price from week 
to week, but the long steady movement from 
40^". to looj. per quarter is a thing of the past. 
If changes are, though frequent, yet slight, 
greater justice in price may be in course of 
realization ; and strong grounds exist for 
believing that this supposed case is our actual 
condition. As before stated, the greatest power 
is knowledge. Upon it will follow wisdom, 
which without it cannot exist. If a large class, 
such as the wage-earners, is markedly inferior in 
intelligence to those to whom it sells its labour, 
it is certain to suffer ; but that inferiority is being 
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rapidly minimized. The true function of a 
trade union is only slowly being accepted. To 
strike, to an earlier generation, seemed its one 
end ; but the unionist is discerning that organi- 
zation can help to secure equality in competition 
by more satisfactory means. If labour suffers 
from an intransferability grounded in part on 
removable causes, such as want of knowledge 
and poverty, the trade union must remove these 
by placing the worker on an equality with the 
employer in the matter of knowledge of prices, 
profits, the impending course of business, and 
by assisting the worker to transfer himself from 
the worse to the better paid localities. 

But even if the tendency of competitive 
exchange were towards greater inequalities, 
would this justify us in censuring the system of 
competition ? We see that it works for justice. 
If it fails, the reason is that the counteractants 
are too powerful. Assuming such failure, would 
it not be rather absurd to single out for censure 
the one force working against such failure ? 
Surely, it is only' common sense that our denun- 
ciations be directed against those elements of 
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exchange which obstruct free competition. Now, 
it IS because we can detect agencies working to 
neutralize the competition which makes for 
equality, and because society can work for the 
limitation, and perhaps even destruction of 
those counteractants, that the present essay 
claims for competitive commerce that it is 
ethically defensible, and, indeed, superior to the 
suggested alternative of exchange by artificially 
estimated "just prices." * The former is a road, 
the latter a morass^ 
What, then, is the right attitude towards com- 

♦ But it may be urged that, in actual life, when the tradesman 
ousts his competing rival, he necessarily acts from selfish motives. 
However strange the truth, yet true it is that such ousting may 
be achieved from an unselfish motive — the good of his fellow- 
men. If his rival be incompetent, or otherwise so circum- 
stanced that he cannot perform his function of distributing goods 
with the maximum of efficiency, then the tradesman who can 
do it better ought, in the common interest, to supplant him. 
The unnecessary tolerance of inefficiency is an unjust burden on 
the producer. We have to realize that the trader is a servant of 
society ; he is bound so to act as will best promote that interest. 
The consequence of being ousted may be distressing to the super- 
seded person ; but so it was to the Coventry ribbon-weavers, 
superseded by free trade with France ; and on precisely parallel 
grounds both are right. To philanthropy we must look to 
ameliorate the evils incidental to beneficial change. 



COMPETITIVE PRICE V. JUST PRICE, \0%' 

petitive exchange? The answer is largely 
implied in what has been already stated. It 
should be rendered more equal. For this, two 
modes of action are open. First\, the greater 
transferability of labour and capital is needed. 
We have seen that neither one nor the other 
can be perfectly fluent. Capital must lock itself 
up in machinery. But the impossibility of 
attaining perfection need never dishearten us if 
substantial progress is possible, and we shall find 
that it is quite possible. The necessary fixity 
of some capital is largely compensated by the 
remarkable ease with which vast masses of 
money are, by means of bills, bank credits, 
mortgages, etc., transferred to the most advan- 
tageous points. What further machinery capital 
may require, it may be trusted to evolve if the 
conditions are not impossible. 

Increased facility for transfer of labour is a 
matter of greater public interest The hindrances 
we classified under three heads — fixity of skill, 
want of knowledge, poverty. Skill can never be 
transferable, and can usually be only slowly 
acquired. Hence, if machinery or new modes 
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of business disorganize employment in a trade, 
more occupation for skilled labour of other kinds 
may be created ; but the workers cannot transfer 
themselves. This hindrance to perfect com- 
petition is more or less permanent The second 
obstacle is daily decreasing. Labour would 
probably suffer no more in exchange than 
capital, no more than is incident to every class 
of persons in a world where ideals are planted 
beyond our grasp, if it possessed that wisdom 
which may be reasonably expected to result 
from adequate knowledge. That knowledge the 
artisan is acquiring. No movements are more 
enthusiastically supported nor more rapidly 
executed than those which aim to give the same 
facilities for culture to the working classes as 
are accessible to the well-to-do. Manual toil is 
doubtless a bar to equality of intelligence between 
the average artisan and the average capitalist ; 
but, as we have seen, the greatest function of 
trade unions is to remedy this so far as relates 
to questions of wages. Entire equality may not 
be reached, but much progress has been made, 
and much more will doubtless be accomplished. 
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The comparative poverty of labour is a third 
obstacle to free transfer of labour. Knowledge 
of more remunerative spheres of labour do not 
avail to him who is a labourer only. But the 
labourer becomes more and more a capitalist also, 
to such extent as suffices to render possible his 
transfer ; and his organization in trade unions 
gives him further facilities which, it is to be 
hoped, will be increasingly recognized by unionist 
leaders as among their most important objects. 
Statistics may be readily found showing how 
rapidly the conditions of transferability of labour 
have increased and are increasing. Thus we 
find reason to believe that the progress of society 
is such as to render exchange, when solely 
directed by the " commercial maxim," more and 
more nearly just; and it will be the duty of 
those who recognize that equality in exchange 
is just, and that perfect competition will yield 
equality, to promote those movements which 
help to realize such a state of things. 

But, secondly, there is a further attitude to be 
maintained. While progress may be made which 
will result in exchange approximating gradually 
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towards equality, we cannot conceive that it will 
ever be perfectly attained, and certainly it is not 
gained at present. In other words, instances 
must continually occur in which individuals will 
be ready to sell labour or goods at an unjustly 
low price. The East End sempstress, and, 
indeed, the sempstress in nearly all ends of 
England, the over-stocked manufacturer who is 
"in a corner," the surplus labourer, will each 
sell, let us suppose, the labour of an hour in 
exchange for money that denotes the labour of 
half an hour. 

The usual practice is for the purchaser to 
accept the cheapness as a providential circum- 
stance. If defence is needed, the fact is pointed 
out that only thus can supply and demand be 
adjusted, and the prevention of unnecessary 
production be secured. In fact, the disastrous 
lowness of the price is a disciplinary punishment 
of the producer. Doubtless this result ensues ; 
but we have seen that unequal exchange is a 
mode of confiscating that which is, in the most 
sacred sense, a man's own property. It may be 
very pleasant for the purchaser who gains the 
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advantage to ascribe it to the Divine smile ; but 
there is an objection to this view. If confiscation 
were necessary to the rule of right, so be it ; but 
if not — if performed simply because we like the 
process — it has a very unhealthy appearance. 
Now, it is not necessary, because the discipline 
may be secured while paying a "just price ;" for 
then the punishment of excessive production 
would be that part of the goods would remain 
unbought. Thus the purchaser would not prosper 
by another^s error ; he would give an equivalent ; 
but the necessary punishment would, neverthe- 
less, alight upon the incompetent or over-eager 
seller. 

But to affirm this is to imply that a "just 
price" can arbitrarily be discovered, and the 
ground we have taken is that it cannot so be 
found. The objection is sound ; the position, 
however, is somewhat different. Instead of 
desiring to abolish competition in favour of an 
artificially discovered just price, we say, rely on 
competition to produce it, and only for correction 
of evils in the mean time, discard the unfair prices 
which imperfect competition may permit, in 
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favour of juster prices. A precise equality in 
exchange it is beyond our power to discover ; 
but when prices are grossly unfair we can amend 
them somewhat. We know that the worker 
paid, as even some skilled labour is, at three 
halfpence or twopence per hour, does not receive 
"time for time, strength for strength, skill for 
skill," and we can, if we like, make the price 
somewhat nearer a just one by paying a higher 
rate.* 

In many ways we might consider the customs 

* In "Unto this Last," Mr. Ruskin returns to the old 
socialist suggestion of government workshops running side by 
side with private production. This proposal, when coupled 
with a right of all workers to employment, is impracticable. 
Yet, if articles were produced by a public body having the 
common welfare, and not the greatest profit, in view, and if the 
concern were managed with efficiency equal to that of the Post 
Office, a great point would be obtained. An increasing desire 
will be shown by society to pay a just price, and secure an 
honest article. Towards this, the first step is to pay the neces- 
sary price, and then probably competition ^ill raise the quality. 
Now, if the State produced, never in more than comparatively 
small quantities, such articles as are most scamped, of a thoroughly 
reliable quality, and charged a just price, which would in this 
case admit of easy calculation, a standard just price in some 
important specimen articles would be established. This would 
contribute much towards lessening the evils incident to our 
present system. 
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of business from the point of view of the 
realization by competition of a just price. To 
avoid tediousness none shall be discussed, and 
only one mentioned, namely, the cost of dis- 
tribution. The producer will never receive a 
just reward if the expense of retailing be 
excessive. In many trades to-day we have 
twice as many shops as are requisite, and, that 
each may maintain its owner, competition is by 
tacit understanding excluded, or nearly so, in 
determining retail price, which is kept at a 
height disproportionate to the service performed. 
Competition exists in such trades, but it is 
directed towards other means of gaining buyers 
than a reduction of price, such as advertisement, 
elaborate displays of goods, prolonged credits, 
and so forth. These practices will require to 
fall under the moral as well as the economical 
censure of society. Co-operation and other 
agencies are, however, commencing to hold in 
check these evils, which perfect competition 
would extinguish. The repugnance felt by 
minds of high ethical tone towards any attempt 
to justify competitive comnierce has its source 
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in the confounding of things that are different. 
At the mention of the phrase, the whole tribe of 
malpractices, adulteration, lying advertisements, 
and deceptions of innumerable kinds, spring up 
in the imagination. The underlying assumption 
is that competition in some way or other 
sanctions these dishonest proceedings ; that it is 
a denial of the simple but eternally true law of 
the acquisition of wealth ; that, if you cannot 
persuade your friends freely to give it to you, 
the only other mode is to produce it by your 
labour, mental or bodily. But competition 
neither sanctions nor censures dishonesty. Its 
axiom is, " Buy in the cheapest, and sell in the 
dearest market." Where ybu find people willing 
to give a high price for your goods, there sell them. 
This course leads us to the desired just 
exchange. The blame we loosely and vaguely 
place upon " competition " ought to alight upon 
the counteractives. Now, there is, firstly, the 
market which exists where perfect competition 
rules, in which goods exchange on the basis of 
equality, and he who wants to increase his wealth 
must do so by applying his labour more pro- 
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ductively, — ^by creating more wealth. Secondly, 
there is the market as determined by imperfect 
competition, in which inequality exists. If otir 
censure is to be rightly applied, it is absolutely 
necessary that we distinguish accurately. If we 
go into the former market, and buy at the 
cheapest rate and sell at the dearest, we see that 
justice will be done. In the second market the 
result will probably be different. Our criticisms 
should be reserved, then, for those agencies 
which made the market prices, in the second 
instance, stand at inequality. If there be adulte- 
ration or other cheating, competition has nothing 
to do with that. It never has attempted to 
abrogate the ten commandments. If it be 
ignorance or poverty which causes an excessive 
accumulation of goods at a given spot, and so 
renders prices unequal, competition is not 
Ignorance nor poverty. We require steadily to 
realize that, while many moral and intellectual 
weaknesses conspire against legal exchange, 
these are entirely distinct from competition, 
which is a levelling agent. Doubtless, both 
honour and morality are very largely abandoned 
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in business ; but that is only saying that people 
desire wealth so strongly that they will degrade 
themselves to gain it Competition neither 
sanctions nor condemns honour and morality. 
It is a mode of determining the terms of 
exchange, and a mode which, so far as it is 
unhindered, brings justice in its train, and so 
acquires ethical sanction. The impulsive moralist 
must beware lest he defame angels unawares. 

Further, it must be remembered that the 
present essay only defends perfect competition, 
and the present regime because it tends toward 
that state ; and that it recognizes the need, 
where imperfect competition exists, for modify- 
ing the resultant terms of exchange, where they 
are so flagrantly unjust that some measure of 
remedy becomes practicable. 

As a result of our inquiry, we find, then, that 
competition tends towards "just price," that is, 
towards equality in exchange ; that this tendency 
is retarded by various counteracting forces ; 
that such forces may be checked, if not can- 
celled ; and that such progress is actually being 
achieved. We have further seen that the un- 
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equal exchange which necessarily is possible 
where these counteractants operate may be 
avoided in many cases by all who desire. 
Charity, of course, may do more still ; but that 
does not come within the scope of our subject. 
Agreeing, then, that equality in exchange is 
desirable, the path of competition is here held 
to be a road decidedly preferable to the attempt 
to impose artificially assessed prices ; a plan 
which, indeed, appears to be impossible, whereas 
the purgation of competitive exchange of its 
sources of injustice is possible, and, indeed, in 
actual progress. The chief objection to progress 
by competition we saw lay in the assumption 
that to "buy in the cheapest and sell in the 
dearest market " was necessarily to act from a 
selfish motive ; but further thought establishes 
the position that if competition is beneficial, if 
the result of the endeavour to secure the greatest 
return for labour or capital only results in a just 
and desirable equality, it can be practised on 
that ground, and he who so practises it has 
perfect justification, for he practises a right thing 
from a right motive. 

I 



114 NEW SOCIAL TEACHINGS. 



CHAPTER III. 

INDIVIDUALISM F. SOCIALISM : NATURE OF 
THE QUESTION. 

By the common assent of friends and foes we 
are now said to be riding the crest of a wave of 
Socialism. Indeed, at least two waves appear to 
have united to form a kind of " bore," or swelling 
tide, which might perhaps be accurately de- 
scribed as an " ugly rush " in the political world. 
We have, firstly, a great recrudescence of the 
orthodox Socialism, which holds that all wealth 
belongs^ always to the labourer ; that production 
should be organized by the State for the general 
benefit ; that it is desirable promptly to establish 
the state of things thus roughly indicated, with 
other and similar propositions held with many 
variations. But, secondly, the great staid political 
parties of our time appear, by a course of steady 
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development of their historic course, suddenly 
committedto Socialistic doctrines. Of Liberalism 
especially it appears to be true that without any 
conversion to new doctrine, merely by working 
out principles which the nation has long known 
and accepted, it plausibly incurs the charge that 
it has accepted the essential position of Socialism. 
As these pages are being written (July, 1885), 
the Conservative newspapers contain uneasy 
statements that Lord Salisbury's measure for 
the better housing of the poor is certainly 
Socialistic. That bill invites the Metropolitan 
Board of Works to dispose of sites which are 
public property for less than their market value, 
in order that the cost of the houses to be erected 
may not place them beyond the reach of the 
poorest class. So the public will pay part of 
the rent of those houses. The Conservative 
party has long denounced the alleged Socialist 
tendencies of Liberalism, and has vowed that 
it alone was pure and chaste ; but, alas ! like 
Byron's heroine, it, while vowing it would ne'er 
consent, consented. Neither party can now 
reproach the other. Thus we have, firstly, the 
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high theorists, the artificialists of Socialism, 
and, secondly, the opportunist, or development 
Socialists, who between them bid fair to embrace 
the whole active political forces of the nation,— 
to be even without a great criticizing opposition. 
Of the two, the latter gives most discomfort tojthe 
British householder. Sans culotte Socialism can 
be studied in history, and though its record is not 
pleasant reading, yet its weaknesses are obvious. 
The present revival is a phenomenon thft can 
be tolerably clearly accounted for. There are 
special circumstances which foster the agitation, 
and these will recede into the dead past, and the 
whole movement, having no solid, permanent, 
self-contained strength, will also depart into 
oblivion. But that the two great powers of 
English politics, and, especially, the greater of 
these two, should be willing to accept principles, 
which make the degree of Socialism embodied 
in law to be merely a matter of expediency, may 
well cause the average, decorous Englishman, 
who is not too apt in discovering the bearings 
of a new idea, a disconcerted moment, and a 
glance at the lock of his safe. For we have to 
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bear in mind what is current conviction concern- 
ing the nature of Socialism. It is regarded as 
robbery, whether legalized or anarchic in its 
methods — robbery of the wealthy and industrious 
by the poor and lazy. An intelligent author, 
whose studies have been among industrial 
problems, says that " the essence of Socialism is, 
sacrifice by the industrious for the benefit of 
the indolent ; " * and to permit, nay, to enforce 
it by law would be not only destructive to the 
fortune or the business of Mr. A. and Mr. B., 
but would be the direct road to the reign of hell 
on earth, were it not that before the scheme had 
reached completion the society which made the 
experiment would fall into social atoms, in other 
words, into utter anarchy. When proposals of 
this kind are made we can readily sympathize 
with the consequent alarm. It cannot be denied 
that in the pages which record the experiments, 
the proposals, and the aspirations of Socialists, 
much may be found which sometimes is a jus- 
tification, and frequently renders plausible, the 
above charges. And as the selfishness of those 
♦ " Trade Unions," W. Trant, p. 152. 
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who have the public ear, and the virtue of the 
instructors of the public in religion have combined 
to brand those schemes as imbecile and wicked, 
to the whole of the historic Socialist movement 
and its representatives to-day the same adjec- 
tives are applied as describe those schemes. It 
is, however, singular, and worthy the attention 
of the student of human nature, that if we look 
into' the biographies of these imbecile or wicked 
Socialists, we shall, with the aid of a cool and an 
impartial mind, discover the remarkable fact that 
many at least of them have been conspicuous, 
not only for singular vigour of intellect, but for 
an extraordinary passion for the elevation of 
their fellow-men and women — extraordinary 
being found a correct term when contrasted 
with the degree of that same sentiment dis- 
coverable in the conventional critics who have 
effectually consigned them to Hades. The 
present essay will, however, not embrace a re- 
consideration of the popular estimate of these 
deceased schemers ; but it is suggested that the 
characters of those men, combined with such 
facts as their persistent recurrence in times of 
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high religious fervour, when possibly heaven 
may have been unusually near to earth, enforce 
the point that we may not possess a perfect 
apprehension of the historic Socialist 

It may be worth while to give a more careful 
attention to a question that is becoming urgent. 
For this purpose we require to give slight heed 
to past schemes of Socialism. They may have 
been foolish, their inevitable consequences may 
have been gross injustice. The same may be 
said of our non-socialistic States. We cannot 
dismiss a movement as worthless, nor its prin- 
ciple as absurd, because those adjectives are true 
of attempts at realization. Rather, on the con- 
trary, able men, it may be inferred, would not 
have gone out into the social wilderness, would 
not have invested their lives and fortunes in 
schemes, that to cool heads appear ridiculous, 
unless some great motive force had driven them, 
some great fountain of light had blinded their 
vision. We want, then, to know for ourselves 
what this principle was, upon which it may 
ensue that, as in Chapter I., we found it needful 
to distinguish between political economists and 
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political economy, so we may require to separate 
the principle from its crude embodiments. 

The two poles of thought concerning political 
organization are Individualism and Socialism. 
The conception which moulds the views of the 
Individualist is that every human being is entitled 
to whatever the exertion of his faculties, mental 
and bodily, can secure to him. Consequently, 
the only permissible interference with the utter 
freedom so indicated is that which is necessary 
to secure this end, namely (i) that which secures 
the individual against personal molestation, and 
(2) that which preserves to him the fruits of the 
free exercise of his powers. The object of these 
interferences with freedom is freedom. I must 
be free from physical assault, or I am not free 
to use my powers as I will. I must be secure 
against robbery, for he who cannot possess the 
fruits of his labour is a slave. Given these two 
kinds of protection, and I have then the greatest 
freedom in the conduct of my relations with my 
fellow-men. Now, inasmuch as I can manage 
my own affairs much better for my own ad- 
vantage than society or the State can manage 
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them for me, it follows that any interference 
with them, other than upon the two points 
named, must be for the benefit of others. That 
is to say, the power which I possess, firstly, to 
gain, and, secondly, to enjoy those gains, must 
be restrained, so that I gain less or enjoy less 
than I otherwise might. This, again, is equivalent 
to partial confiscation of my life or my wealth 
on behalf of other persons ; for the result is 
essentially the same, whether I am deprived of 
the proceeds of my enterprise, or whether I am I 
not allowed freely to exercise my energies. In 
either case I lose the appropriate fruits of the 
exercise of my powers. This is done for the 
alleged good of other people, and is Socialism. 
Thus any further restriction of my liberty than is 
necessary for the protection of my person and 
my goods is Socialistic. If any further argument 
in favour of Individualism were needed than 
that every transgression of it involves dishonesty 
towards some persons, and the acquirement of 
unearned gifts by others, it might be urged that 
such policy is injurious. It is the policy of 
State-reliance versus Self-reliance. If only that 
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can be enjoyed which my own efforts first gain, 
the whole strength of my desire to enjoy 
expends itself on urging me to those efforts ; 
but just in so far as I may look to the State to 
give me that which I desire, so far does that 
desire cease to urge me to personal exertion. 
Now, inasmuch as progress in wealth, culture, 
and morality cannot be achieved by a sleight-of- 
hand production out of nothing, it follows that 
it must be achieved by individuals ; but, by 
every interference exceeding the aforesaid mini- 
mum, we lessen the spur to individual achieve- 
ment, and in two ways — firstly, by giving to one 
class that which is not theirs ; and, secondly, by 
taking from the other class that which is theirs. 
Clearly, both those who acquire without produc- 
tion, and those who produce without acquiring, 
will be enervated. Thus the three points of the 
Individualist's charter are that by its doctrine 
alone can the State (i) secure freedom ; (2) be 
honest to its subjects ; and (3) by freedom and 
honesty alone can we secure progress in civiliza- 
tion. 

The rejoinder to the above contention need 
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not in any way seek to deny, or to minimize the 
importance of, the fact that it is only by indi- 
viduals that progress can be achieved, and that 
therefore the beneficial or injurious character of 
the interference must be decisively determined 
by the effect upon individuals. It need not 
evade the paramount importance of self-reliance, 
and its consequent, individuality. The exponents 
of laissez-faire^ it must readily be allowed, have 
conferred high benefits upon their fellow-men by 
their revolt against the spirit in which political 
government has been exercised. However 
erroneous their position may fundamentally be, 
yet their doctrine has been largely based on a 
feeling of the sacredness of the individual. Such 
a doctrine affirms the sacredness of every indi- 
vidual, and is accordingly effective against a 
Government which practically accepted the wel- 
fare of a portion of the nation as its end, or 
which treated national honour, prestige, and 
authority over other peoples as ends in them- 
selves, without reference to their bearings upon 
the common welfare. From the standpoint of 
Socialism, however, its efficacy has only been 
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temporary and accidental, as will be seen in the 
sequel. 

We are now concerned to elicit the antagonism 
between the conceptions of Individualism and 
Socialism ; and if the latter concedes only a 
passing value to the former, we require to know 
definitely where laissez-faire fails. In this dis- 
covery we shall synthetically reach the concep- 
tion of Socialism. 

Individualism affirms that its doctrine secures 
/(i) the greatest freedom of the subject, and 
(2) honesty. Both these positions must be 
questioned. 

I. The amount of freedom is not necessarily 
greatest where State interference is least. Mr. 
H. Spencer tells us * that among the Charruas, 
when the head of the family died, " the daugh- 
ters, widow, and married sisters were obliged 
to have each one joint from their finger cut off; 
and this was repeated for every relation of the 
like character who died." The State interference 
might among this tribe be very slight ; every 
Charruan may swear by Mr. Auberon Herbert, 
* " Ceremonial Institutions," p. 56. 
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but custom may limit freedom equally with law. V 
If we are not to be misled by mere words, we 
must realize that the extent of freedom which a 
man possesses is very slightly determined by 
law. Mrs. Grundy rules him in social life ; the 
priests may rule his religious nature ; drink and 
other passions may ride him ; demand and 
supply fix for him the terms of exchange. 
Poverty and ignorance place a man at the 
mercy of his "betters." Now, when there are 
numbers of forces operating to restrict my free- 
dom, it is at least conceivable that some of the 
interferences which laissez-faire condemns may 
have the effect of neutralizing a coercion, and so 
may widen the area of my liberty. For instance, 
the relations between landlord and agricultural 
tenant in Ireland, so far as concerns rent, terms 
of occupancy, etc., were unregulated by the State. 
Landlord and tenant, we say, were free. Then 
came an Irish Land Act, fixing fair rent, fixity 
of tenure during a specified period, and so forth. 
We describe the Act as a restriction of the 
freedom of the individuals concerned, but our 
description is seriously inaccurate. What free- 
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dom did many an Irish tenant possess in these 
matters ? His rent was precisely what the land- 
lord or his agent chose to fix. The amount 
was immaterial to a tenant who always paid the 
whole produce except a bare subsistence, and 
who was still always in arrear — a tenant who 
could move to other employment about as 
readily as he could remove his hut to Mars. To 
such a tenant we may, if we choose to blind our- 
selves with words, apply the term " free " because 
no law described him as a chattel ; but he was a 
slave, to whom the Land Act gave some measure 
of liberty. Not that the aggregate of the free- 
dom of the landlord and the tenant was increased 
by that which the Act gave to the tenant ; but 
it was redistributed, by taking from the landlord 
and adding to the tenant. The Irish landlord 
had, by the circumstances of society, almost 
unlimited freedom in dealing with the tenant, 
before the passing of the Land Acts. If he had 
ordered his tenant to prostrate himself on the 
ground as he approached the owner's mansion, 
the tenant would scarcely have dared to disobey. 
Now, the tenant's position is, by State inter- 
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ference, somewhat better protected, and accord- 
ingly his freedom is somewhat greater. Thus we 
see the fallacy of supposing that a new limitation 
imposed by law on some one's freedom is 
necessarily a reduction of the freedom of the 
subject We require to remember that every 
law is a denial of freedom to some one. When 
we prohibit assault and robbery, we restrict the 
liberty of the would-be garotters and burglars ; 
but we give greater freedom to the possible 
victims of those persons. 

What, then, is the principle to which the 
Individualist subscribes, when even he permits 
some restrictions of freedom ? It becomes clear 
that freedom is not secured by absence of State 
protection. If it were, we ought to cease to 
employ the policeman, and leave each one to 
defend himself and his goods against attack. 
We should then have the perfect ideal of In- 
dividualism ; but we should also have anarchy, 
the logical issue of the doctrine, which, in spirit, 
is simply opposition to government To avoid 
this absurdity, the political philosopher, in Eng- 
land at least, usually mixes his Individualism 
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with SO much of the. opposite and contradictory 
doctrine as logically destroys his foothold, in 
order that he may keep plausibly in touch with 
common sense. He, therefore, takes his stand 
by anarchy and the policeman, and we are now 
concerned to know on what ground he intro- 
duces the policeman into his no-government 
society. The answer is that thus greater free- 
dom is secured to the community as a whole, 
although less remains for the burglar and 
garotter. Thus we find recognition given to the 
principle which we have used to defend Irish 
Land Acts, namely, that the freedom of one may 
be curtailed in order that the freedom of another 
be widened. The Individualist has stepped off 
his ground, and has sanctioned the limitation of 
one man's freedom for the benefit of another. 
By so doing he has abandofted the only strong- 
hold he possesses. It is his claim that to restrict 
a man's freedom is to restrict his enterprise, 
therefore his power to gain and to enjoy. To 
do this for the benefit of another, he says, is 
robbery and Socialism. Thus the Individualist 
incurs his own censure immediately he institutes 
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the most elementary government. He is im- 
paled on a dilemma constructed by his own 
points, freedom and honesty. By freedom is 
denoted absence of State interference, and 
honesty exists only when a person possesses the 
fruits of his own powers. If, now, he hold to 
freedom, honesty will vanish ; for though the 
State take nothing from its subjects, the burglar 
will. If, on the other hand, the State introduces 
the policeman, then the liberty of some persons 
is curtailed for the benefit of others, which, for 
Individualism, is dishonesty. Following common 
sense at the cost of consistency, the Individualist 
sanctions a police, and thus violates its canon of 
honesty, a canon which we shall find to be false. 
By doing so he admits that it is necessary to 
curtail liberty in some directions, in the interest 
of the community. 

Thus we reach the result that a State inter- 
ference which Individualism * cannot logically 
sanction, firstly, may increase, or not decrease, 
the aggregate of liberty ; and, secondly, is neces- 
sary in the interests of the community. 

2. Taking the position of Individualism as 
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being an assent to State interference so far as to 
admit the policeman, and him alone, it is affirmed 
that only a nation so governed is strictly honest 
to all its subjects. If any further restriction of 
one in favour of another occur, if we pass 
beyond this line drawn by Individualism, we 
hand that which belongs to one over to some 
other, and so become unjust. 

Now, would government restricted to the 
policeman mean honesty? Does any further 
interference with the subject mean dishonesty } 
At p. 1 20 we found that this question was 
answered by Individualism in the affirmative, on 
the ground that such further interference either 
gave something to me or took something away, 
and that this something belonged to him whose 
exertions had produced it. Consequently, what- 
ever is obtained by law and not by personal 
enterprise is just so much taken from a rightful 
owner and given to one who has no just claim. 

We here require to know what is mine. We 
want the law of meum et tuum, in order to detect 
where law operates adversely to rightful owner- 
ship. To determine what is mine, or what I 
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have a right to, as distinguished from what 
I possess, is a wide and difficult inquiry, for it 
embraces not only the question of the exchange 
and ownership of material goods, but of all social 
rights whatsoever ; and, if rights, then duties also. 
Here, however, the discussion shall be as 
narrowly bounded as is practicable. The idea 
of the Individualist is, that each person goes, as 
it were, into a gladiatorial arena. No external 
aid is given, excepting, as already stated, that 
body and goods are protected. He must per- 
form all services' for himself; he need perform 
none for others. He has no rights which claim 
respect from others ; they have no duties to him 
whose fulfilment he can claim. Each steps into 
the ring for the advantage of self, by discipline, 
by acquisition of material and other goods. 
Whatever in the open strife of life I win is mine. 
This most naked form of Individualism, which 

gives 

"... the simple plan, 
That they must take who have the power, 
And they must keep who can " — 

this ideal is usually modified by the intro- 
duction of moral law, in order to prohibit 
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lying and deception as a means of gaining. 
The dictum, then, is that within those limits, 
those rules of the game of life, " the simple plan " 
is that which should be open to every individual, 
which gives to each his own, and thus secures 
honesty. This is the conception which, in the 
commercial aspects, to which we will confine 
ourselves, is denoted by the phrase " freedom of 
contract." Let us apply this doctrine to the Irish 
landlord and tenant again. It claims for each, 
in the name of freedom, the right to make such 
bargain as he pleases, the consequent result of 
rent to landlord and profit to tenant being 
honestly theirs, with, perhaps, the proviso that 
no deception shall have been practised to obtain 
the result. We, then, have gained a morally 
right result. What is the actual result } As 
before stated, simply to hand over to the land- 
lord the whole produce of the family labour, 
minus only that which is absolutely essential 
for bare subsistence. Poverty and ignorance 
have driven the tenant into substantial slavery, 
in which state "freedom of contract" means 
freedom for the landlord to take whatever it is 
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for his pecuniary interest to take. The East 
End tailor and tailoress are, with many other 
groups, in similar predicaments. It will have 
appeared to the reader that we are now upon 
the same subject as was discussed in the chapter 
upon "Competitive Price v. Just Price." Indi- 
vidualism in commerce means that whatever is 
gainable by competition is honestly mine, and 
that any interference with the freedom so to 
gain is dishonesty. The result we see to be 
that gross injustice results. 

In the previous chapter was defined just ex- 
change. It consisted in equality, "Time for 
time, strength for strength, skill for skill." The 
root-meaning of private property, of ownership, 
of the term " mine," was affirmed to be that that 
which I create is mine. Whenever, in exchange, 
a man is, by poverty, ignorance, or other disad- 
vantage, so placed that he is driven to exchange 
two hours' work for the produce of one hour of 
equal labour, he is deprived of one hour of that 
which is his. Those who do it with a compre- 
hension of the facts may be said to rob him. 

We have, then, two conceptions of what is 
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" mine." * Firstly, what I can get, which is the 
Individualist's definition ; and, secondly, what I 
produce, which is what the Individualist must 
term a Socialist doctrine. Here, then, are two 
conceptions of honesty. When the Individualist 
claims that his doctrine alone secures honesty, 
we need to remember that he means honesty as 
he defines it, which is dishonesty in his oppo- 
nent's judgment. 

Thus it ceases to be clear that Individualism 
alone secures honesty. It does so only if we 
consider every man has a right to all that he 
can get by taking advantage of the exigencies of 
the position of his fellows, by taking advantage 
of the " corners " into which they are frequently 
driven. If we hold to the counter-definition of 
"mine," namely, that which I produce, then 
Individualism, in commercial exchange, means 
the right to defraud. Now, for the reasons laid 
down in Chapter IL, we must hold to honesty 
when defined as my right to what I produce, 

* ** Mine " must, of course, also include what is freely given 
me. It is implied in the conception of ownership that I shall 
have liberty of disposal ; but this point is omitted from the text 
because it is not vital. 



INDIVID UALISM V. SOCIALISM. 1 3 5 ' 

and to that which is obtained by equality of 
exchange. Accordingly, our conclusion must 
be that individualism is not only not the sole 
path to honesty, but that it does not lead there 
at all. 

3. But the claim of Individualism, further, is 
that honesty, as it defines the term, is necessary 
to that nurture of the individual which alone 
will secure progress in civilization. This con- 
tention we now see to mean that progress can 
only be achieved if one person be free to 
appropriate the wealth created by another ; if the 
strong, by the aid, not of physical, but social 
and intellectual forces, be free to maraud the 
weak. It is not clear that thus the quality of 
self-reliance, the importance of which is agreed 
upon, would be rendered more robust in the 
community at large. Doubtless a class of 
powerful, successful gladiators would be formed, 
though it is probable that corruption would 
rapidly set in ; but would the remaining masses 
become more or less reliant on their own 
energies? Was the Irish tenant, ground to the 
dust, and without power to raise a finger in 
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legitimate self-defence, gradually acquiring a 
powerful, self-reliant individuality ? Or was 
laisser-faire reducing him to extinction vi& 
slavery ? Is it not far truer that an act which 
secured to him, in some measure at least, the 
fruits of his labour would be a genuine stimulus 
to industry, ingenuity, intelligence, morality — 
would nourish hope, manliness, and public spirit ? 
Yet the recent Irish Land Act is founded on 
what is termed the Socialistic conception of 
honesty. It seeks to give the tenant such 
rights as would be secured by a tenant who 
made his bargain on terms of perfect equality 
with the landlord —terms which would then be 
those of what we name " perfect competition," 
which give equality in exchange. Thus the true 
Socialism, which has a higher honesty for its 
aim, takes up into itself the truth of Individualism, 
namely, the necessity for self-reliance, and there- 
fore for freedom in the development of human 
nature ; but looking at realities and not enslaved 
by words, it freely curtails the liberty of one 
class in order to lift another into such freedom 
as may make self-reliance possible. 
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We have stated the claim of Individualism 
to be that it alone (i) secures freedom ; (2) is 
honest between the various members of a com- 
munity; and (3), freedom and honesty being 
necessary to progress in civilization, it alone can 
secure that end. We find that a further State 
interference than Individualism will allow, even 
in its illogical moments, may (i) result in a 
larger freedom than laisser-faire would secure ; 
may (2) give a higher honesty; and (3) may 
thus be the most direct path to a self-reliant 
humanity, and, generally, to progress in all the 
ends of civilization. This position might be 
illustrated by many instances of actual or possible 
State interference, other than that of the Irish 
Land Laws which have been referred to. Legis- 
lation now tends to curtail in many ways the 
powers which ownership, and especially that of 
land, has conferred. That the soil shall be held 
and not cultivated during considerable periods, 
in the endeavour to secure a higher rent than is 
current ; that it shall not be devoted to purposes 
of sport ; that the power which a large owner 
possesses to decree that no person who differs 
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from himself in religious belief shall reside, or 
occupy a farm, or erect a place of worship within 
the bounds of his estate ; — these are powers which 
the State does not now deny to the landlord in 
England, but which it may very possibly pro- 
ceed to deny. The compulsory sale of land for 
railways is an accomplished instance of curtailed 
freedom of ownership. But do these actual or 
possible restrictions reduce the quantum of 
liberty which the Individualist desires to main- 
tain at the highest ? It is an obvious fact that 
livelihoods can only be gained by access to the 
soil, and that just in so far as land is excluded 
from the hand of cultivation, either to secure 
more rent or to support game, so far is the 
labourer prevented from earning his living in 
the only way which nature has afforded to man. 
Could there not be a reduction of freedom if the 
landowners conspired to withdraw the whole of 
the land, except what they needed for their own 
sustenance, from cultivation } The reduction 
would then amount to a destruction, for the 
power to live would be withheld. Thus utter 
freedom for one class passes into perfect 
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despotism for others. The legislation contem- 
plated does not reduce freedom, but distributes 
it, that it may be more equally possessed. 
Again, the retailer is prohibited from adultera- 
tion of certain articles ; but this restriction on 
the seller is an added freedom to the purchaser, 
who, unable to analyse the goods he buys, could 
never obtain the article he wanted, but only 
that commodity mixed with others. Now his 
liberty is increased. He can obtain the article 
he wants. So with the laws against "jerry- 
building," A purchaser now knows that the 
property he proposes to buy will, in certain 
points, possess a known standard of strength 
and durability — a knowledge which otherwise 
could not be gained, or only at considerable cost 
The freedom of the unscrupulous builder to 
build and sell deceptive houses in excess of 
their value, and his freedom to damage thereby 
the health and comfort of the occupants, is 
infringed ; but the power of others to procure 
and reside in decent structures is correspondingly 
enhanced. 

Individualism demanded honesty as well as 
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freedom in order to progress. Do these con- 
templated State interferences stand this test ? 
It is clear that the result must be in many cases 
to make a pecuniary difference to the persons 
interested. When we restrict the freedom of 
the retailer to sell adulterated coffee, we un- 
doubtedly may deprive him of profit which his 
commercial enterprise would have secured. The 
jerry-builder would frequently succeed in 
hiding defects in construction, which public 
authority now prohibits, and thus he loses a 
source of gain. If now we revert to our state- 
ment of the meaning of Individualism, at p. 120, 
that every human being is entitled to whatever 
the exertions of his faculties can secure to him, 
and that the only legislation necessary is that 
which secures to him the possession of whatever 
is so gained, and that which protects his person 
from assault, it must be conceded that further 
interference does deprive a man of these fruits. 
But the question there was whether so to deprive 
him is dishonest, and this is one that has already 
been discussed, both in the present and in the 
preceding chapter, with the result that the 
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definition of honesty as "what you can get" 
was discarded in favour of a higher honesty 
which seejcs to approximate the terms of ex- 
change to equality. Holding by this doctrine, 
we can see that abstinence from interference 
means aid to dishonesty, and that the result of 
such legislation as is here contemplated is to 
carry society towards that equality in exchange 
which is the real honesty. 

Let us next turn to interferences with the 
landowner. When the State takes from him 
a right or a power, no question of exchange 
between his fellow arises, as in the instances 
just adduced. A right is taken which, in some 
cases, has direct pecuniary value, and in other 
instances may be more highly cherished than a 
mere monetary advantage. Many an owner 
esteems far more highly the social power and 
recreative pleasures afforded by his estate, than 
the percentage it returns upon his capital. When 
we withdraw from him, or even limit, either the 
liberty to devote his land to sport, or the power 
which he possesses over his tenants, we take 
away that which, beyond its market value, is a 
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highly-coveted possession ; and we do so without 
making any return whatever. Does not dis- 
honesty creep in here ? In the first place, it 
must be remembered that, even were it so, In- 
dividualism would not have made any headway 
against this modern Socialism, unless it could be 
shown that such dishonesty necessarily attached 
to its measures, for otherwise such interferences 
would be only the mistaken applications of a 
just principle. But it is not necessary to fall 
back upon such a plea. What is honesty be- 
tween the State and its subjects.? When we 
know what belongs to the State and what to 
the individual, we can hope to arrive at a judg- 
ment. Now, the position taken by the State 
appears to be this — that such pecuniary rights 
as do not obviously conflict with morality belong 
to the individual, but that social rights, power, 
and liberty are held at the pleasure of the State. 
An absolute ownership is recognized in pecuniary 
possession. If it be compulsorily taken away, 
a full equivalent must be given ; but no private 
ownership of social power is acknowledged. In 
the absence of prohibitive law, a man may have 
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been free to libel his neighbour. That freedom 
is withdrawn, and no equivalent for the lost 
pleasure is given. So, when a landlord uses his 
power to exclude Methodists from the village 
which he owns, a right is withdrawn and no 
equivalent is given. No dishonesty exists in 
either case, because no ownership of such rights 
is admitted. Similarly, the freedom which 
landowners now possess to keep their land out 
of cultivation, or to devote it to sport, may be 
denied as an injury to the community, if the 
State think well ; but compensation for pecu- 
niary injury will need to be paid, if the pecuniary 
vested interest can prove itself to have acquired 
State recognition, and if it do not involve a 
clearly immoral power. Concerning the latter 
point, the Irish Land Act of 1880 affords an 
illustration. Tribunals were instituted by it 
which determined a fair rent. By this process 
many rents were reduced ; but public opinion 
would entertain no question of compensation, 
because loss of rent would only accrue so far as 
rent had previously been unfair. Only such 
pecuniary interests as are not obviously unjust 
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are acknowledged as " rights," and therefore as 
involving compensation when withdrawn. The 
substantial justice of this view is clear, for if all 
social rights were conceded to be private pro- 
perty, and therefore only to be taken away if 
an equivalent be given, political progress would 
be impossible. The equivalent of a right against 
the public would be some other right against 
the public, and thus legislation would be merely 
exchange of evils. If, again, all private pecu- 
niary rights were held to be absolutely sacred, 
the shopkeeper who was acquiring wealth by 
selling adulterated food would have a sound 
claim to the extent of his loss for being deprived 
of the power to poison his fellows. If, then, we 
may say that social rights and plainly unjust 
and unrecognized privileges are held at the 
pleasure of the community, we have a sufficient 
ground of vindication of modern interference, and 
of some modern proposals to interfere with the 
present position of owners of land, against the 
charge of dishonesty. 

The only remaining instances that need be 
dwelt upon are our Poor Laws and the Education 
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Act of 1870. These have a feature in common 
which brings them under the Individualist's 
charge of dishonesty — they both take from one 
portion of the nation a part of its means and 
give it to another. The benefits which the 
whole nation receives from these measures is 
frequently adduced in their defence. The Poor 
Laws are a security for social order ; the Educa- 
tion Act diminishes crime, and increases the 
productive capacity of labour. But these gains 
are incidental. Those measures were not enacted, 
and they are not supported on the ground that 
each ratepayer receives a full pecuniary equiva- 
lent for every sum he pays. Still it must be 
contended that the charge of dishonesty is 
misapplied ; for to support that charge it would 
need to be shown that the Acts in question are 
instruments by which the means of those who 
pay are taken unwillingly by an external force, 
and that usually that external force is the 
persons who benefit by the process. But this 
cannot be shown. The laws which decree the 
payments have been made chiefly at the in- 
stance of the classes which pay, and have only 

L 
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received slight political impetus from those who 
benefit. Especially is this true of the Poor 
Law, for those who take parish relief are ex- 
cluded from the pale of citizenship ; and the 
Poor Law makes far heavier demands on pro- 
perty than does the Education rate. The real 
reason why the wealth of the wealthier is de- 
voted to the uses of the poorer is that the 
wealthier classes desire it — recognize it as a 
duty, as a duty of society or the State. Hence 
it follows, not only that the machinery of State 
is the most convenient instrument, but that it 
is the right one — the only one by which the 
State can discharge its duty. Thus, instead of 
beneficiary classes using the forces of law to 
appropriate to their own use the property of 
others, we find the free action of the class which 
pays devoting a fraction of its means to an 
object which it believes to be good, imperative, 
and national. 

A distinction does, however, exist here, which 
marks a further step in the evolution of the 
current conception of Socialism. Whereas in 
the earlier cases of increased State interference. 
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such as Adulteration and Irish Land i\cts, the 
result was that the individualist's ends of honesty 
and freedom were promoted, this cannot be said 
of our Elementary Education Act, the Poor 
Laws, and other similar legislation actual or 
apparently impending. So long as the defence 
of freedom and honesty are the criteria which 
we apply, the State occupies a neutral position 
towards the ends which the community may 
desire to realize. It simply secures to its 
subjects the possibility of their combining to 
realize such ends. Its legislation neither recog- 
nizes progress nor retrogression in civilization 
as desirable ; but provides, as far as may be, 
free play for the activity of its subjects in either 
direction. " Fair play " between the combatants 
for good and for evil is its motto. But the 
attitude last referred to, of which the Elementary 
Education Act and the Poor Laws may be 
taken as typical, implies a rejection of that 
neutrality. A positive position is assumed. A 
certain path of progress is stamped as desirable, 
and measures are adopted to impel the com- 
munity along it. The measures specified we 
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find justify no charge of dishonesty ; but they 
were not enacted merely because they are not 
dishonest. They have a positive justification, 
firstly, in the sense of desire or of duty felt by 
the community to aid its less prosperous mem- 
bers ; and, secondly, in the conviction that the 
supreme organization of the community, that 
which we refer to as the State, is the most 
efficacious instrument through which to aflford 
that aid. The duty of society is to be discharged 
by its representative institution, by society itself 
as organized. The Individualist's position is, 
that because progress is to be achieved by indi- 
viduals, therefore the only function of the State 
is to secure to every individual scope for eflFort 
and the fruits of that effort, which ends are 
denoted by freedom and honesty. The counter- 
theory does not dispute the truism that progress 
is effected by individuals ; but it holds that 
society can promote progress by other than the 
negative ends of Individualism, that it can use 
its power and resources so as to set sections of 
fellow-men on their legs and render their ad- 
vancement in civilization possible to themselves. 
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Now, this co-operation of society constitutes 
the recognition of an end of which the com- 
munity wills the realization, an end which is the 
goal of these positive measures. Now, that end 
is one very familiarly known, and is apparently a 
mere truism. Its familiarity has bred contempt, 
for few recognize its pregnancy in relation to 
the discussion of contemporary Socialism. The 
axiom may be expressed in Locke's words, 
" The end of government is the good of mankind." 
The old maxim, *' Salus populi suprema est lex," 
expresses the same doctrine — one that has been 
commonly enough accepted in the letter, but 
rarely in any other sense. In these phrases we 
have the supreme principle of that movement of 
political opinion which is descibed as Socialistic. 
The common good is accepted as the State's 
end and aim. Here Individualism and Socialism 
are essentially distinguished. The former per- 
mits no State aim ; the latter affirms the common 
good to be the aim of the organized society. 
Individualism necessarily takes that attitude, for 
its basis is the "rights of man," whence flows 
the doctrine that such State interference as is 



ISO NEW SOCIAL TEA CHINGS, 

permissible will have for its sole object to secure 
to each one those rights in their greatest ful- 
ness. The State's function is thus exhausted in 
securing to each man, who is absolute monarch 
over himself by right, the enjoyment of his 
throne. The State, as his servant, has no 
throne, no end. We have seen that Individualists 
do not hold strictly to their '* rights " basis ; 
they introduce a utilitarian criterion, really 
identical with the common good ; but we have 
also seen that thus they commit suicide. They 
have stepped on to the platform of their 
opponent; and the only remaining question is 
how far, for the common good, the State may 
restrict individual rights — a question which be- 
longs solely to the Socialist view. 

It is, however, our aim here not so much to 
judge Individualism as to arrive at the essence 
of Socialism. We have now alighted upon it, 
and a very familiar friend it seems ; yet in its 
very familiarity lies its significance. Against 
the absolute right of the individual has now to 
be placed the absolute right of the community 
to promote its own welfare. This is the supreme 
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law of the State, the essential principle which 
expresses its nature. 

Human beings may be combined either by 
force or by free consent If the common welfare 
is not the. object of the union, it will only exist 
by the former means. This is the condition of 
a slave-state, a condition which exists wherever 
men are compulsorily retained in a community 
for the benefit of a section. But those so 
detained are no more in the State than are 
horses and dogs. They are geographically, but 
not socially, related. Thus, force cannot con- 
stitute a society or state. It must rest on free 
consent. But free consent will not prevail, so 
far as the end of the State is not the general 
welfare, but that of a section. It will prevail if 
the end be the greatest good of every individual, 
so far as his greatest good is consistent with 
that of every other person. Thus we see that a 
State can exist only in so far as the general 
welfare is its aim. In other words, that aim 
expresses its nature or essence. 

This being so, no abstract rights, no indi- 
vidual, natural rights, can be allowed. Just as 
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Individualism rests, if it have any resting-place, 
upon the " rights of man " doctrine, so Socialism 
implies a denial of them. Even the right of a 
man to the produce of his labour is not an 
abstract right Honesty and freedom are firmly 
guaranteed by all rational Socialism, not on 
i priori grounds, but as deductions from the 
principle of the common welfare. In practice, 
no conflict will arise between the fundamental 
moral precepts and these deductions, because 
those precepts define conduct which is for the 
good of the community. Again, the Established 
Church is not to be condemned because it 
invades the "right of conscience." That right 
is an abstract one, and the conception arose, 
with that of the doctrine of " rights of men " in 
general, in the school of thinkers of the French 
Revolution — a school of Individualism, which in 
claiming men's rights forgot their duties. The 
only right of A and B is that each shall count 
for one in the State's labour for the general 
welfare ; and this, we have seen, is precisely 
what is secured by the very conception of a 
State. Any transgression of it would be the 
exclusion of A and B from the State. 
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In this doctrine of the State's constitution 
and aim we have the common root of Socialism 
and of Liberalism. In the past this principle 
has been foolishly applied by people who have 
monopolized the name of Socialists and Com- 
munists. It has not been remembered that, while 
human nature retains its present constitution, a 
fundamental law of our welfare is that a man 
shall retain what his labour creates ; that, there- 
fore, the principle of demanding from each 
labour according to his powers, while giving to 
each according to his needs, is a principle which 
will go far to extinguish individual effort Never- 
theless, it will be found that the common welfare 
was the aim even of visionary Socialists. The 
error was that they misread human nature. 

While those who have taken the name of 
Socialist have been sacrificing their energies, 
and not infrequently their fortunes^ in ill-adjusted 
schemes, the chief effort of the orthodox con- 
temporary English politics is, and for long has 
been, to assimilate the benefits which the prin- 
ciple of Socialism foreshadows — this principle, 
namely, of the common good. It needs no 
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argument to prove this assertion, for in our 
efforts to discover the motive for this Socialistic 
interference we have considered only instances 
drawn from English politics— instances either of 
accomplished legislation or of proposals so 
intimately in harmony with recent progress as 
to display the same spirit; and the motive or 
principle we found to be the common good. 
That this is so appears still more clearly when 
we remember that the political party which has 
chiefly directed modern English legislation has 
avowedly accepted this formula as an axiom. 
" The greatest happiness of the greatest number " 
is but a cramped expression for this same 
doctrine. 

How that principle should be applied, how 
much sacrifice the individual may be called 
upon to make when his interests appear to 
conflict with the well-being of the community, 
this is a question which must always be deter- 
mined separately in each instance. Certain 
kinds of interference carry so much obvious 
injury with them that we cannot conceive how 
the welfare of society could be other than 
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greatly injured by them. Such are restrictions 
on freedom of inquiry, and the denial to the 
worker of the fruits of his labour. This point 
is, however, not at issue. What it is desirable 
to see is that the Socialism which is alleged to 
be a recent infection of English politics has long 
been present there. It is but the development 
of a principle widely accepted as sound, rational, 
just ; it is the common good versus the class 
or individual good, which is a public wrong. 
Liberalism has especially sought to regard 
politics from this standpoint, and that it has 
" harassed every interest " indicates that its power 
has been used to restrict individual rights for 
the benefit of the whole society. In thus deny- 
ing the right of any individual to freedom and 
privilege which are inimical to the total welfare, 
the Liberal party has always been of those here 
described as Opportunist Socialists, bending 
every unit to the right social will just so far as 
the current human nature would bear the process 
without producing overbalancing evils. As 
public opinion develops, the required abstinence 
from hindrance of the welfare of society, and 
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co-operation towards its realization, will un- 
questionably be demanded by future law. 

If, then. Socialism be no new introduction 
into English politics, if it has long abode there 
and with beneficial results, whence the ground 
of present special alarm (1885) ? 

The answer is, that while many persons, such 
as the late Mr. Fawcett, have long since seen 
the true nature of our progress, in order to bring 
it home to the popular mind, some obvious 
manifestation is necessary. This has been 
supplied, and especially by the Conservative 
measure for the better housing of the London 
poor. That measure proposes, in effect, to give 
public money as a grant in aid of the erection 
of dwellings for the London labourer, so that the 
rent may not be more than he can afford to pay. 
Now, legislation is continually taking away social 
rights and privileges ; it thus frequently causes 
indirect pecuniary loss; but the measure in 
question proposes directly to vote away the 
money of the public. To confiscate a right, say, 
of a manufacturer, to discharge unlimited quanti- 
ties of smoke through the chimneys of his factory, 
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or of a labourer to send his young children to 
the mill, — these are equally Socialistic. They 
confiscate individual liberty for the good of 
others. But the English mind fixes its eye on 
money. With the right to that it will admit no 
nonsense; and, while the interference with the 
manufacturer and the parent may result in 
pecuniary loss, that aspect is not so patent as it 
is in Lord Salisbury's measure. The public is 
recognizing the fact that those who live in 
society must be Socialists, the true anxiety for 
us being that we should be wise Socialists. 
English government in the past, controlled 
chiefly by a fraction of the nation, has been 
dominated largely by Individualism, and by a 
spurious form of that creed — by an Individualism 
accepted because it benefited the individuals 
who governed. Thus in the past, under the 
most sober of constitutions, much Socialism of 
the false kind has been practised. For instance, 
the ruling classes have withheld from labour the 
right to its produce, both by negative and 
positive action. And this course has been taken 
in the interests of the non-labouring classes. 
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Nothing can be worse for human interests than 
such injustice ; but no alarm has been generally 
aroused, because the dominant class confined 
its attacks on honesty to the cases of the pro^ 
duction of wealth, while jealously guarding its 
most extreme claims when it came to be ouned. 
Thus the false Socialism has been devoted to 
the interests of the existent property owners, and 
as it is that class which in the past has almost 
solely fashioned public opinion, it followed that, 
as they felt no alarm, the nation appeared 
content. Perhaps the policy of truer Socialism, 
with which we are now confronted, is animated 
by the desire for a higher honesty. It may 
realize that aim ; but the changes threaten to be 
unfavourable to the interests of existent owners, 
and whether those changes be just or otherwise, 
no one can be surprised that resentment is felt, 
especially when it is borne in mind that the 
English well-to-do classes have a secret fear of 
the truth of the words of Mr. Robert Lowe (now 
Lord Sherbrooke), when he declared that the vote 
would be an instrument of attack by the " have- 
nots" upon the "haves." But if this chapter 
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has attained its end, the special uneasiness which 
the word Socialism arouses will be perceived to 
be groundless. Nevertheless, the mere fact that 
a proposed enactment is based, by its sup- 
porters, on the Socialistic principle of the com- 
mon good does not guarantee the wisdom of the 
measure. The measure for the better housing 
of the London poor rests on the above principle ; 
but whether an expenditure of public money in 
aid of rents is the best mode of applying those 
funds is a question that remains to be argued. 
The soundness of the principle is unaffected 
whether our answer be affirmative or negative. 

In the general result, we may say that 
Socialism is always present wherever and when- 
ever there is a society which is self-governing ; 
that it implies the subordination of private and 
individual interests just so far as may be neces- 
sary for the public good ; that its principle is 
the good of the whole society ; that that principle, 
with its Socialistic consequences, is no modern 
introduction, but has explicitly guided much 
English legislation, and has been the avowed 
motto of the Liberal party. 
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But a further and serious question remains to 
answer, which will be the task of the following 
chapter, the question, namely, why the individual 
should be subordinated to the general good. 
Even if it be for the common good that my life 
be interfered with, by what right does any other 
man or body of men compel me so to sink my 
welfare and interests in aid of others ? In the 
present chapter we have only been concerned 
with the nature of the controversy ; we have 
sought, by realizing the two conceptions, to per- 
ceive the nature of the fundamental antagonism 
between Individualism and Socialism, aided by 
references to their operation in current politics. 
No final justification has as yet been attempted. 
If the benefits accruing from the wise practice of 
Socialism be conceded, we still have to inquire 
whether humanity is entitled to those benefits. 
To this question is it, then, that the next chapter 
will be addressed. 



( i6i ) 



CHAPTER IV. 

INDIVIDUALISM V. SOCIALISM: THE SOLUTION 
IN ETHICS. 

We have seen that the Individualist denies the 
right of his fellows to limit his freedom, except- 
ing so far as may be necessary to secure the like 
freedom to him. The aim is to preserve the indi- 
vidual for himself and, possessing this greatest 
freedom of self-disposal, his conscience must 
determine how far he will sacrifice himself to the 
welfare of others. 

The Socialist doctrine denies to the individual 
the possession of any right as against the welfare 
of society. The means, welfare, and even life of 
every member, rich or poor, are subservient to 
the common good, and may be sacrificed to it 
whenever, and so far as, they will promote that 
end. Thus the individual appears to be at the 

M 
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mercy of the State ; but the State must make 
such demands only as are for the general good. 

The question is, Whence this unlimited right 
of the State over the individual ? 

The grounds on which opposition is based 
must reduce themselves to one of two, either my 
interest or the common interest, for at bottom 
there are only these two. Now, the common 
interest or general good is the Socialist ground, 
whence the absence of counter-rights of the in- 
dividual follows. Opposition must therefore 
proceed from " my interest." 

In political philosophy, the individual's claim 
is advanced under the form of " rights." He has, 
it is said, the right, by nature, to certain ad- 
vantageous conditions of being, of which the 
chief, and, indeed, the aim of all, is his freedom. 
That he has these by nature means, at least, so 
much as this, that he did not receive them from 
his fellow-men, but independently of them, and 
from a superior source, so that no man can 
justly deprive him of them, for no other man 
has any ownership of them. They belong abso- 
lutely to the individual. This contention rests 
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chiefly upon the alleged source of these privileges. 
Is that source God, natare, or man ? Not man, 
we are told. Is it nature ? What do we mean 
by the term ? If it denotes a personality, the 
term merges either in God or man. If it does 
not indicate a person, then it must refer to some- 
what inferior, to a system of unconscious pro- 
cesses. Nature in this latter meaning has no 
authority over reason ; but, conversely, reason 
judges nature. Have these rights their source 
in God ? Where is the evidence of the revela- 
tion? These "rights" are a possession which 
is to be advanced as a ground for refusal to 
accept legislation which, ex hypothesis would 
be for the common good. It is obvious that 
immediately the basis of these "rights" ceases 
to be the " common good," immediately they are 
placed absolutely upon the individual's good ; 
they are self-regarding only. In other words, 
they are selfish. If so, then we shall not expect 
to discover for them a Divine source. 

But we need not rest in negative arguments. 
We may boldly face the question. Whence is this 
liberty which stands chief among the alleged 
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abstract " rights of man " ? The answer is, that 
liberty is possible only in society. The Individualist 
coaception of man as descending into society 
possessed of a liberty which shrinks as he arrives, 
is so far from the truth that without society free 
action is impossible. The point is vital, and 
demands our best consideration. Doubtless 
man may be justly described as potentially a 
free actor in the absence of society ; but why do 
we insert the word " potentially " ? Because an 
essential condition is wanting, in the absence of 
which we perceive that we cannot describe a 
man as a free agent. To be free implies not 
only the power of selecting our course of action. 
That aspect of the problem is familiar to us — 
familiar in excess, for it excludes from our view 
that to be free also implies another element, 
namely, the existence of other persons or things. 
No man can choose to act thus or thus unless 
there exist external objects, or, in metaphysical 
language, " not-selves," upon which to act In 
the absence of these he is without a sphere for 
his freedom ; he is in a kind of volitional 
vacuum, devoid of power to raise the wings of will. 
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He has no opposition, whether passive or active, 
upon which to bring his force to bear. He has 
no means by which to realize a purpose, were he 
capable of forming one. Now, " not-selves " are 
either (i) God, (2) nature, or (3) man. Each of 
these constitutes for us, in an intelligible sense, 
society. They are external, tend to intelligible 
ends, to which ends we may oppose ourselves, 
and act upon them, if we will. Each gives us a 
certain quantity of freedom by increasing the 
area of our choice. The Divine existence is the 
necessary condition of a freedom in respect of 
Divine purpose. Similarly, nature's ends elicit 
liberty to oppose or aid ; and man's existence 
renders possible social freedom, or the power 
which man has to act on man. Precisely as a 
person is withdrawn from full interaction upon 
his fellows — say, is removed from the town to 
the country — his freedom is circumscribed. Take 
him into the wilderness, and there isolated, he 
has, in respect of his fellow-men, no freedom 
whatever. He is entirely precluded from action 
which has man for its object. We are perfectly 
conversant with the doctrine that to withdraw 
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the living being from all environment is death, 
for life we perceive to be the action of that being 
upon that which environs. But we require to 
realize the same fact stated conversely, viz. that 
the withdrawal of environment from the living 
being is also death. Thus life and, what is the 
same thing, free power, are rendered possible by- 
society. Consequently, whatever freedom each 
man possesses is conferred by his fellows, and 
but for them he is a cipher awaiting the 
numerals which shall elicit his latent powers. 
Clearly, if freedom is not an abstract right, 
nor liberty, which denotes the quantity of 
freedom left when restriction operates, no other 
such right can exist, for all are branches of 
freedom. 

Thus we find that the doctrine of abstract 
individual rights — rights originating independ- 
ently of and anterior to the co-operation of 
our fellows — is baseless. That freedom is the 
daughter of opposition is true, however para- 
doxical such a proposition may appear. 

But the disproof of abstract rights is not a 
proof of the unlimited rights of the State. Such 
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disproof throws down the wall which refused all 
entry of the State upon the sphere of the 
individual ; but no reason has yet been assigned 
to show why the State should enter. For this 
we must go to ethics. 

Discussions upon the nature of virtue, duty, 
and so forth are usually set down as dry and 
uninteresting. The fault must be in the treat- 
ment, for those terms lead us with a directness 
into the world of the marvellous and fascinating, 
which will not yield to the claims of astronomic 
or other physical science. At least it may be 
hoped that the brief reference which here is 
necessary will not overpass the endurance of the 
reader. 

What is the nature of virtue } The con- 
troversies that surround this question we will 
avoid. We can give an answer which covers 
the subject in hand without arousing the dissent 
of either of the two great ethical schools. No 
one affirms virtue to be inimical to man. On 
the contrary, all agree that its essential function 
is his good. The nature, then, of virtue is the 
true good, or perfection, of humanity. No 
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question need be raised whether that good rests 
in sensuous happiness or in bare conformity to 
d priori moral law. Whatever constitutes man's 
true good, or perfection, virtue is the name of 
the quality in acts by which those acts tend to 
realize that end. Let us notice that the goal is 
not the good of this or that man, but the good 
of man — of all men ; it is the common good. We 
do not always realize the fact, when we con- 
template moral conduct, that an act is only 
virtuous as it tends to realize the true welfare of 
man.* If on each occasion of conduct we had 
to go down to first principles, and thence deduce 
our course, the time to act would generally have 
passed. We should spend the voyage in study- 
ing the compass. To economize time and 
mental labour, men have framed maxims, such 
as those prescribing honesty, chastity, and 
sobriety, which we may act upon without 
verifying on each occasion the fact that they 
rest on the universal foundation of virtue. Many 

♦ It may be remarked here that a man may be virtuous, though 
his act do not tend to realize the common good ; because he 
may intellectually err. This is true, but the text does not deny 
it. We are here concerned with acts as objective only. 
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of these maxims become so deeply enshrined in 
the reverence of communities, that to consider 
them as deduced appears sacrilegious. Never- 
theless, custom does but hide, not change, the 
truth. Those maxims have the sanction of 
virtue because they embody and express the 
spirit of perfection in man. They define his 
path toward the goal. The end is not an end 
for A and B, but for all men. Herein is the 
vital distinction between virtue and vice. In 
the^sphere of the latter, just in so far as vice, 
that is, selfishness, prevails, every man is an end 
in himself, for himself It is not the common 
but the individual good which is his goal. This 
sphere is not a kingdom, for every individual is 
a king, striving to reduce all other persons and 
things to subjection, that they may serve him. 
Here all is strife and antagonism. Its mark is 
that the success of one is the loss of another. 
But the sphere of virtue is a true kingdom. In 
it all men bow to the one law, the common 
good. Here for strife is substituted harmony, 
for antagonism co-operation. Its mark is that 
the success of one is the gain of all. This is so. 
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not merely because the example of a moral 
conquest is stimulative to others, not because 
the spectacle of sobriety conquered by stern 
resolve inspirits him who has not yet reached 
that level; but because virtuous action, being 
action perfectly adjusted to the common good, 
will embrace every practicable aid that can be 
rendered to those who strive to make moral 
progress. It will, in truth, consist in this. 
Every achievement is thus an aid rendered to 
the common cause of all. 

The very life of virtue consists in progress 
from the one sphere to the other. By primitive 
nature, the desires are privg^te desires ; they are 
ranged round self It is the task of moral 
life to unbuild and re-erect them around their 
truer centre, the common good, the universal 
self; and so out of the fabric of the lower nature 
to construct the higher — out of the animal 
nature to construct the rational. If, at any 
given moment, we could discern the true life- 
path of any man in virtue, we should see it cross 
many interests and likes, for its course would 
be direct towards the central point of human 
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progress. Yet, in the obedience thus demanded, 
however much it may conflict with our prefer- 
ences, is no asceticism. Nor is Altruism implied 
in the sense which Mr. Herbert Spencer attaches 
to that term, for that writer uses the word to 
denote the absolute sacrifice of self. While a 
life guided only by the motive of service to man 
is demanded, yet it is here affirmed that thus 
only the selfish self is wrecked, while its counter, 
the unselfish self, is cherished, grows, absorbs 
into itself the vigour of that lower nature, till, in 
the ideally virtuous man, that nature ceases to 
be. He lives solely for human welfare, and 
living thus, he lives the largest, fullest life that 
is within the utmost bounds of human concep- 
tion and possibility. 

We are cognizant of the universal impulse 
towards the end of virtue — towards the common 
good. It is the prompting of duty. Whenever 
a course of conduct is seen by us to be the path 
of virtue, we recognize the obligation to pursue 
it. If the impulse to rightness of life presents 
itself only as obligation, we are on a low level 
of ethical attainment The respect, the attach- 
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ment, the reverence for right, and our desire for 
the moral progress of man, which are implied in 
a perception of duty, exist, of course ; but they 
exist in a nature whose emotional forces do not 
flow readily at that level A pull of will is 
necessary to neutralize the counter-energy of the 
selfish desires. The feeling of duty is but love 
and enthusiasm in germ — the love for humanity, 
the enthusiasm of humanity. It is when the 
self-regarding desires have been directed into 
the current of the universal, when life rolls along 
in a full tide of passion for the realization of the 
true and final human interests, that an effective 
moral life is reached. Then it loses the negative 
quality, which tends to cling to a morality rest- 
ing on the colder dictates of duty. It refuses 
to remain satisfied with a life that can say, " I 
owe no man anything ; I have been honest ; I 
have spoken no lies." It passes over instinctively 
into positive virtue, whose claims are not satisfied 
till the individual's powers are treated by him as 
a trust held in the positive service of man. Thus 
duty and moral love dictate to every man, 
though with varying degrees of clearness and 
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energy, that he is bound to the service of the 
" common good." * 

And the bond is fundamental. Duty dictates 
the course which is right. Moral enthusiasm 
sweeps its living vehicle along, by a power 
which presents itself to our judgments as the 
one God-like, golden stream. Below these there 
is no deeper dictate, nor above them any loftier 
feeling. If we seek something other than the 
course which is right, we do but inquire for one 
which is more right ; and so we affirm rightness 
to be the final judge. If we seek a passion 
higher than that for the good, it must be in the 
search for a better ; and thus we discover the 
passion for goodness to be supreme. 

Further, the bond is not only fundamental ; it 
is co-extensive with our rational life. In so far 
as men's actions are not voluntary they do not 
come within the sphere of their rational life. 
The beating of the heart, a twitch in the gait, 

* " Love took up the harp of Life, and smote on all the chords 
with might ; 
Smote the chord of Self, that, trembling, passed iir music 
out of sight." 

(Tennyson.) 
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these are instinctive. In strictness we are no 
more the causes of these than of the changes in 
the more distant physical nature. The rational 
life embraces only those acts which we freely 
choose among alternatives. But within this 
sphere, every movement has an ethical character 
for which we, its originators, are responsible. 
Such acts are, by the nature of the case, directed 
to realize ends ; those ends always focus toward 
either the exclusive welfare of the actor's self, or 
towards that of the "common good.*' They 
. either ignore or they obey the latter. Thus 
each one" acquires an ethical character. We 
accordingly realize that the quality of right 
and wrong, with its correlative in the individual 
of duty and love of right or goodness, applies to 
every portion of the life which is truly our owtty 
and that its dictates have paramount authority. 

We have already found sufficient ground for 
dismissing what are termed abstract natural 
rights. If further reason were needed, it would 
be found in the above position, that man is, in 
every act, bound to the service of virtue, the end 
of virtue being the common good. Upon this 
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It follows that he has no rights other than those 
which base themselves upon the common good, 
whereas the pith of Individualism lies in the 
contention that every person has certain rights, 
interference with which no public considerations 
can justify. But we may pass on to the point 
to which we have now come, viz. the foundations 
of the State. If man not only has no rights 
except those which harmonize with the common 
good, but if his life has no just meaning or 
purpose except to realize the common good, 
then the State must ground its existence 
thus or stand condemned. To deny "abstract 
rights " we described as throwing down the 
walls which bar out the State ; but we required 
a reason why the State should enter. Obviously 
the reason is that thus is promoted the common 
good. The deniers of the ethical constitution of 
the State can find no ground for interference 
with the individual. Rousseau invented the 
"social contract," to which the objection exists 
that it was invented by Rousseau, and never 
entered into by man. Professor Huxley, think- 
ing a contract to be the only alternative to force, 
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has affirmed it to be implied, to substantiate 
which Mr. Huxley is compelled to maintain that 
"each member of the society voluntarily re- 
nounces his freedom in certain directions, in 
return for the advantages which he expects from 
association with the other members of that 
society/' * What would the Liberty and Pro- 
perty Defence League think of the assertion 
that its members have each voluntarily renounced 
the rights whose legal withdrawal they denounce 
as robbery and tyranny ? Mr. Mill denies the 
"contract" theory in his essay "On Liberty," 
an essay which, while written to uphold Indi- 
dividualism, rests on a Socialist base. Whence, 
then, the right of interference by public law with 
the liberties of individuals ? Because (i) " every 
one who receives the protection of society owes 
a return for the benefit;" and (2) "the fact of 
living in society renders it indispensable that 
each should be bound to observe a certain line 
of conduct towards the rest" (p. 44, People's 
Edition). The first ground fails, for several 

• " Critiques and Addresses," p. 20. The italics are not in 
the originaL 
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reasons. To name one only — many members, 
the stronger ones, would prosper much more 
largely in the absence of the protection of society, 
for that protection is largely directed to defence 
of the weak against them. If this be so, then, 
as the benefit vanishes, with it disappears the 
right to interfere with the liberty of any others 
except the weak, which is absurd. The second 
ground is good only if the ethical criterion is 
distinctly allowed. A certain line of conduct, 
that is, honesty and so forth, is indispensable 
only if the common good be our end ; for the 
individual good may be promoted, in the judg- 
ment of many persons, by quite other conduct — 
by the right of might. 

In order to justify interference with any and 
every person, we require a ground that is uni- 
versal to men — that exists in man as man. We 
find this only in ethics, which proclaims the 
entire subservience of every man to virtue, by 
which is denoted the common good. 

That obedience must be yielded whenever 
and wherever obedience will promote this end, is 
ground for the authority claimed for the State ; 
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but It is a ground only when the State is an 
institution fulfilling this end. It will probably 
not be disputed that the State uses power 
beneficially, or, at least, that it may so use 
power, in which case the duty of giving to it 
such power is readily seen. But the State is an 
organization which is entitled to present its 
claims in a still more cogent form. We have 
seen that the perfection of humanity, or the 
common good, in its widest and truest sense, is 
the goal of virtue. If, now, the whole human 
race were comprised in one State, and men had 
adequate knowledge, then, from a consideration 
of the course necessary to realize this common 
good, a code of rules could be constructed. 
Inasmuch as these rules would be guides to 
virtue, they would be moral laws, and obedience 
would constitute an imperative duty, in precisely 
the same manner as the moral laws of honesty 
and chastity, which laws would indeed stand 
prominently among those thus deduced. In the 
"Parliament of Man,*' which forms part of 
Tennyson's vision of such a universal state, 
such of these laws as could beneficially be 
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enforced by legal authority we may imagine 
would be enacted. Thus, such laws, because 
they embody the common good, would be moral 
laws. They would also be Acts of Parliament, 
and although every moral law could not bene- 
ficially become an Act of Parliament, yet 'every 
Act of Parliament would be a moral law, for it 
would be purely a maxim of the common good, 
plus State authority. 

Now, we have no State coterminous with the 
human race. There are many States, each con- 
taining a fraction. But each State may be truly 
regarded as a smaller humanity — as a microcosm 
which reproduces the conditions of the macro- 
cosm.* This being so, does it follow that the 
actual laws of our actual States stand to their 
subjects as moral laws.? Clearly, this is so 
provided that that State is an organization 

• An objection appears to be that the State has external 
relations, those, namely, with other peoples ; which, of course, 
is not the case with the race regarded as one community. This 
difference is not, however, important to this discussion. Each 
State must stand to the total race as an individual to the State. 
Their inter-relations should be adjusted in accordance with the 
** common good.'' 
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having for its aim the " common good ; " and it 
has already been pointed out that, in strictness, 
only a people who are thus united truly con- 
stitute a State, all others being held in association 
against their will, and being so far slaves, in 
whom their superiors have a property-interest. 
The aim of a State towards its constituents is 
identical with the end of virtue. Its laws will 
be moral laws — those which the State can 
beneficially enforce. Obedience to the State is 
obedience to a portion of the dictates of morality, 
and, of course, is a matter of duty. All opposition 
to such laws will be strictly immoral. We here 
see again that, upon the doctrine that the State 
is a moral organism, duty utterly dismisses the 
individualistic plea of abstract rights. No man 
has any rights against morality. Thus, in a 
specially definite and precise form, we find ethics 
exhibit to us the State as not merely entitled, 
but bound to enter the domain of the individual, 
and subject him to law to whatever extent may 
be demanded by the " common good." 

It will be objected that the State contem- 
plated is an ideal one, identified in aim with 
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Virtue because its sole aim is supposed to be the 
" common good ; " and its laws are moral laws 
only because they are perfectly adjusted to 
realize that aim ; but the real States, those in 
which we live, conform completely in neither 
respects. Consequently many of the laws will 
not be moral laws, and obedience to such cannot 
be matter of duty. 

It must be conceded that at least many laws 
of Great Britain, for instance, are not adjusted 
to the realization of the common good ; but does 
this act cancel the moral claim to obedience? 
In answering this question, we require to re- 
member that States, if they are truly States, 
are striving to maintain their body of law in 
adjustment to that end ; but that social changes, 
the self-interest of sections, and intellectual 
error, keep the nation far behind its aim. The 
master-energies and wisdom are, in such a 
State, organized and furnished with large re- 
sources, and great power wherewith to work 
out, as efficiently and rapidly as opposing forces 
and human infirmity will permit, policies of 
government in harmony with the accepted end. 
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Respecting the laws of such a community, two 
classes of objection may be raised — firstly, that 
enactments exist which the moral sense of the 
entire community rejects, and which exist 
because legislative reform is in arrear ; secondly, 
a law may be accepted as good by the State, 
but / consider it ill-adjusted, and therefore such 
interference with my liberty is divested of moral 
ground. The former objection raised in a State 
striving to realize the common good appears to 
possess no force, because the State in question 
is, ex hypothesis one which is progressing towards 
its ideal as rapidly as obstacles will permit. It 
therefore represents the nearest approximation 
to the ideal which at the given time is possible. 
It is only by passing through these earlier 
stages that the later stages of development can 
be reached. The laws of such a State thus 
possess a kind of subordinate or provisional 
perfection and ideality, for they are the best 
possible at the moment, and they are the 
necessary passing-points on the journey to that 
which is better. It is, then, for the "common 
good " that such laws should be obeyed, seeing 
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that in the absence of such obedience the State 
is destroyed, a paramount agent of moral pro- 
gress is destroyed, and the units must recom- 
mence from anarchy, and again tread a path 
wherein human infirmity and vice will surely 
lead to courses departing from the ideal line. 
The second objection is directed against laws 
which, accepted as good by the community, are 
held to be bad by the individual. Is he morally 
bound to obedience? This point obviously 
possesses, if possible, less force than its pre- 
decessor. The duty to maintain the existence 
of the State, which can only be secured by the 
acceptance of the judgment of the majority by 
the minority, is a sufficient appeal to the duty of 
the individual, without requiring him to consider 
whether modesty suggests that deference be due 
by one to the conclusions of many. 

Again, it may be urged that, upon the 
principle maintained, robbery may justifiably 
be enacted, if it be for the common good. 
Certainly ; but this is a case in which there is 
immense virtue in an "if." The widest ex- 
perience, extended through almost geologic 
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periods of time, teaches peremptorily its direct 
antagonism to human welfare. We shall have 
to wait till human nature is reversed before we 
find dishonesty sanctioned by our criterion. 
Still we may find that it does sanction acts of 
the State for which the past affords scant pre- 
cedent. Mr. J. S. Mill, notwithstanding his 
leaning towards Individualism, affirms that the 
State is " fully entitled to abrogate or alter any 
particular right of property which it judges to 
stand in the way of the public good." But of 
course, upon such abrogation, the question will 
arise whether the public good does not also 
demand that recompense shall be awarded. 

Another objection may be referred to, which 
by some persons will be strongly felt. The argu- 
ment from individual right against Established 
Churches is destroyed. We cannot allege ab- 
stract rights of conscience when all abstract 
rights are denied. This is true. Such argu- 
ments have never in recent times possessed much 
weight outside the Nonconformist circle. The 
politician who knows his business never can 
adopt them, for they authorize anarchy. If I 
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say that my conscience forbids obedience to a 
certain law, or tolerance of a certain institution, 
and that I will tolerate no inquiry, whether my 
conscience be an exponent or not, either of 
Divine will or human welfare, it is open to me, 
and open to every dweller in the state, to object 
to any law whatever, to affirm the conscientious 
nature of the objection, and to refuse obedience. 
When Nonconformists alleged conscientious 
objections to the payment of Church rates, their 
case was received with respect ; not because 
the nation conceded the right of men to remove 
themselves from allegiance to the State when- 
ever they affirmed a grievance of conscience, 
but because of the obvious hardship of compel- 
ling one man to support the cost of another 
man's form of worship in addition to his own, and 
because of the desirability always existing that 
no law shall be intensely offensive to even a 
minority of well-intentioned citizens. The sub- 
ject of an Established Church will be again 
discussed in the sequel ; and in the mean time it 
must suffice to affirm that, in the writer's judg- 
ment, arguments drawn from experience, and in 
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harmony with the position here taken, amply 
suffice to justify the demand for the disestablish- 
ment and disendowment of the Episcopalian 
Church of England. 

But the chief opposition to such a doctrine of 
the State rests on the ground that sufficient 
liberty is not preserved to the individual, and 
that liberty is sacrificed in the impossible task 
of making people moral by Act of Parliament. 
In reply it must be said that such objections 
rather express feelings of jealousy than intelligible 
difficulties, for they have no cogency against 
the doctrine laid down. That doctrine, in brief, 
is that the sphere of the State is co-extensive 
with the common good. The State may, there- 
fore, rightly interfere with individual rights and 
liberty to any possible extent consistently with 
the general welfare, no deeper criterion being 
possible, because that criterion is identical with 
the test of morals. Now, a sufficient liberty for 
the development of the individual is necessary 
for the realization of the common good. The 
question where, in the interests of that common 
good, to draw the line is not a part of the task 
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here attempted, which is to find the basal prin- 
ciple of the organized community or State ; to 
place the State upon an ethical basis, as against 
doctrines of "social contrast," whether implicit or 
explicit, and of " abstract rights," as contended 
for by Individualists. Still, it may be urged that 
the very essence of this position is to abolish the 
time-honoured distinction between vice and crime. 
Thus all rights of the State become moral rights, 
and all offences against the State become 
offences against morality — that is, every crime 
is a vice, and is punished as such. Inasmuch, 
then, as the State becomes an agent for the 
promotion of morality, why may it not enact 
mercy, charity, generosity, loving-kindness, and 
so forth, until it has enacted moral perfection, 
and every one is rendered moral by Act of 
Parliament? The reply is contained in the 
popular phrase that "you carit make people 
moral by Act of Parliament," and it is not for the 
common good that the State should attempt 
the impossible. We require to remember that the 
State has only two ways of operation upon 
the life of its people, (i) by the removal of 



1 
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hindrances, and (2) by the provision of ladders. 
Some hindrances to progress, material and 
moral, may be removed by the State. Thus 
crimes and civil offences are sought to be pre- 
vented by punishment. Public-houses may be 
reduced in number or abolished. Secondly, the 
State may provide educational institutions, such 
as science and art classes, public libraries, State 
Churches, and so forth. But in the removal of 
hindrances and the provision of aids, no fraction 
of individual progress is attained. No moral 
progress can possibly be achieved by such 
measures. It is to be gained by purely sub- 
jective, individual effort only. Therefore no 
reasonable person proposes to make people 
moral by Act of Parliament. To enact that 
people should feel charitable towards their 
neighbour is not demanded by the principle of 
the "common good," because law cannot thus 
secure the end. But while the law cannot 
directly make people moral, while that must 
always belong to the sphere of individual self- 
reliance and culture, the law can remove some 
of the coarser hindrances, and can render some 
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aids to those who will help themselves. To A 
the public-house is an irresistible temptation. 
The State shuts it up. The man is morally no 
better certainly, yet, removed from one great 
temptation that was an absolute hindrance to 
progress in sobriety, his energy may suffice to 
win some measure of moral progress. Thus 
fetters may be struck off, but it must rest with 
the man to walk. The State may give him 
facilities for culture in the public reading-room \ 
and the science class, but it must depend on the 
man to use them or not. To recognize that the 
State is a moral organism, bound to promote 
the public welfare however possible, does not 
change human nature. We perceive the obligation 
to render possible the expansion of each unit as 
far as practicable, but very peremptory restric- 
tions will be found to exist. Were the full dis- 
cussion of State aid to the individual versus 
self-reliance, pure and simple, in place here, it 
would be necessary to point out that whereas 
such aid is objected to on the ground of damage 
to individuality, which needs only freedom and 
variety of situation, the objector has to cope 
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with the fact that much new possibility now 
crushed by the brute forces of society, and much 
variety of situation, is created by the co-operation 
of the State with the individual. And, further, 
that as progress is as infinite as circumambient 
space, to facilitate that progress is no more to 
exhaust the sphere for the individual's effort 
than would the addition of further locomotive 
power lessen the sphere for the eagle's effort in 
propelling himself through the heavens. The 
one need is that aspiration keep well ahead of 
achievement But the one simple reply per- 
tinent to the objection that the doctrine laid 
down commits us to extreme State interference, 
is that it only commits us to so much as is for 
the common good, leaving the amount to be 
argued on the facts of each case. 

After weighing the above objections, let us 
return to consider further the nature of the con- 
ception of the State as a moral organism. 

We find that the State may interfere with 
every right of the individual, except such as 
harmonize with the general good. Thus the 
entire subordination of the individual is postu- 
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lated, even though there be but little actual 
interference. The right of the State to obedience 
is unlimited, and the duty of obedience by the 
individual is also unlimited. We have seen, 
notwithstanding, that no sacrifice of individuality 
is thus affirmed. From a definitely ethical point 
of view we see the consequent relation with 
perfect clearness. Virtue has for meaning the 
" common good." The moral life of the indi- 
vidual consists in complete subordination of 
himself to that end, so that it becomes his end. 
Thus the self-regarding impulses which would 
make the selfs own interests the sole end 
require to be crucified, or rather transformed, so 
that they turn towards the common good as 
their end. Humanity becomes the larger self, 
whose true interests are now desired by the 
individual, and in whose life he lives, moves, and 
has his being. It, as the end of life, replaces 
the extinguished life of the private self. Now 
our social life is not organized on the large scale 
of humanity, except in some very minor direc- 
tions, nor will it be for many generations. Our 
humanity is our State, which, as has already 
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been affirmed, reproduces the same situation 
and relations. The State is a number of human 
beings organized to realize the " common good ; " 
and the " common good " is equivalent to virtue. 
Thus the life of the State is strictly a moral life. 
It is not merely analogous to the moral life of 
the individual ; it is a portion of it — that portion, 
namely, which can be realized by the agency of 
public law. The individual, in so far as moral, 
sacrifices his private self to the " common good." 
He will, therefore, be morally bound to sacrifice 
that portion of his private interest which the 
State may demand, that portion of the selfish 
life which public law can effectively touch. 
The State laws in question being for the 
" common good," disobedience to which is not 
merely crime, but vice, the self which the State 
will coerce will be only the vicious, that is, the 
selfish self. Thus it is that selfish self alone 
whose " individualism " is checked by the State — 
the individualism of vice. The sphere demanded 
for its development is. a sphere for the culture 
of ingenuity and organization of the bad against 
the interests of humanity, against right. On 
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the Other hand, public law, as the co-operation 
of all towards the end of virtue, will be the 
assistant of each one in the realization of his 
unselfish self, of his true self. It is the sympathy, 
the united hand and brain of the moral life of 
the whole community welded into one vast 
moral force, sustaining and realizing the deepest 
aspirations of every human being. The lines 
of law cease to be dull with the dullness of 
mere balanced interests, cease to express the 
individuars claim to certain cast-iron rights that 
regard himself alone. They glow with the fire 
of the enthusiasm of humanity. 

It need not surprise us that political questions 
resolve themselves into problems of the moral 
life, when we recall that the whole of human 
action, that which is human in distinction from 
animal and vegetable life, is moral action. If 
man, contemplated as a free, active being, is solely 
a moral being, then the question whether he 
shall devote himself to the greatest welfare of 
self, or the greatest welfare of his fellows, must 
be settled upon moral grounds. Not that every 
Individualist is, in virtue of his Individualism, 

o 
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an immoral man. We require very clearly to 
distinguish between motives to acts and tendencies 
cf acts. A man is moral or immoral according 
as his motives are virtuous or vicious. He may 
take a course which may cause much moral 
harm, but his error may be purely intellectual. 
The end willed was good, but the means 
adopted were perhaps vilely bad. The Indi- 
vidualist who is thorough-going will consider 
purely the welfare of self, and such a man is 
the ideal of immorality ; but most men who in 
these days accept that name are not thorough- 
going. They would probably affirm that they 
accept Individualism because it is for the 
"common good," thereby becoming Socialists. 
Such men will, therefore, have accepted morality, 
and not immorality, as their ideal. They may, 
fascinated by an indistinct vision of the Indi- 
vidualist ideal, support acts which tend to realize 
that [ideal, to which acts the quality of im- 
morality must attach ; but it does so attach to 
the act considered as objective and characterized 
by its actual consequences only. We require 
to observe the elementary distinction between 
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unselfishness of motive and wisdom of means. 
An Individualist, while desiring to aid the 
common good, may inaugurate the anarchy of 
pure self-concernment. Thus, by intellectual 
error, a moral, that is, unselfish, man, may be 
enlisted in the immoral cause. 

There are two antagonistic conceptions of 
the means of progress, the immoral and the 
moral ; and, although many persons desire 
society to travel by the latter path whose desires 
are unselfish, yet those two paths are morally 
distinguished as above stated. The difference 
and antagonism is that h^\xf^txi progress by might 
BXid progress by right. The doctrine of progress 
by might has acquired scientific reputation and 
development at the hands of Mr. Herbert 
Spencer, for it is no other than the theory of 
natural evolution applied to society. Having 
been extended, with striking success, to every 
part of physical nature, Mr. Spencer teaches its 
application to non- or super-physical nature — to 
the life of the human spirit Evolution in the 
material world is expressed in the phrase of 
"the survival of the fittest." The fittest to 
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survive are those whose relation to their en- 
vironment is such that they can live. The 
unfitted to survive are simply those who cannot 
live. Of no species can an unlimited number 
exist ; and, among the innumerable individuals 
of any given species who come into being, 
variations occur. Some of these variations give 
to their owners superior power to monopolize 
for themselves the entire sphere of the possible 
existence of the species. The result is that the 
individuals who possess no such valuable varia- 
tions, the less fitted to survive, are extinguished.* 
In the "struggle for existence" the latter are 
worsted and destroyed. Thus progress is declared 
to be attained, for the better individuals, purely 
by brute force ; that is, the individuals with, 
valuable variations only survive and establish 
themselves because of their exceptional power 
to acquire the necessities of life and reproduc- 
tion. The method of nature appears to be to 
secure progress by bringing into being indi- 
viduals varied in almost every conceivable 
manner in relation to their- environment, and 

* See ** Origin of Species," ch. iv., Darwin. 
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then leaving the brute " struggle for existence " 
to extinguish the excess by the destruction of 
the weaker. Thus that struggle leads to the 
'* survival of the fittest/' and the fittest to survive 
are those who practically demonstrate that they 
can survive. The entire process is a case of the 
mechanical evolution of forces. 

Political Individualism affirms that human 
progress is essentially one with physical progress. 
As individual plants and animals are born with 
advantages over their fellows, so are individual 
men and women. As the possible sphere of 
existence, the supporting environment of lower 
life, limits the possible numbers, so does that of 
the higher, human, life. As valuable variations 
in lower life enable their owners to prevail in 
the struggle for existence, so do those in higher 
human life. Man must, therefore, achieve pro- 
gress by the struggle for existence, in which the 
strong will survive, and the weak be exterminated. 
Accordingly Mr. Spencer teaches, in his *' Data 
of Ethics," that altruistic actions are not to be 
indulged in except on the ground that they 
minister to my life, that is, my happiness. I 
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may not raise up a fallen fellow-creature except 
the happiness I gain by the action outweigh the 
discomfort of the exertion. Hence liberty is 
the sole essential to human progress, for that 
denotes unrestricted freedom of "struggle for 
existence." Philanthropy only preserves that 
which, as unfit, should be killed. Against this 
animalization, or rather materialization, of human 
life, with its natural flower, Individualism, is 
placed the doctrine of progress by right. The 
controversy between the two doctrines would 
take us far afield. Here we must be satisfied 
with briefest exposition, and for this purpose it 
will suffice to say that the Individualist doctrine 
of progress by struggle of brute force appears to 
\ 2Lpply truly to nature, to the region of existence 
i where force and necessity alone appear to reign. 
But the very essence of existence as man consists 
in his position out of, and above, the sphere of 
brute mechanic forces, a position which is con- 
stituted by his possession of reason, conscience^ 
and freedom. Whereas the plant is a group of 
forces which must express themselves, or work 
themselves out, according to their nature and 
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constitution, the man is a group of forces which 
lie at his own free disposal ; and to accomplish 
this control, he possesses an intelligence which 
enables him to detect the bearings of every con- 
templated act upon the welfare of his fellows. 
The former possesses only mechanical forces, 
which implies that it is under necessity. The 
latter, by his very nature, possesses moral force, 
which is free, and the moral emotions which are 
implied in that fact. That the evolution by 
blind, unintelligent struggle which necessarily 
attaches to natural forces should also be the law 
of free, intelligent forces is extremely unlikely, 
and for it, to say the least, a reason should be 
shown. Now, the moral view of progress is 
fundamentally antagonistic to the physical view. 
While both may be agreed that the " common 
good" is the end desired, the evolutionist or 
individualist produces a recipe which seeks to 
give a race of powerful, incarnate selfishnesses. 
Upon the moral view that result marks the 
farthest point of retrogression, for the ideal man 
will be he who realizes himself only in seeking 
the welfare of humanity. Progress towards this 
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end the moralist affirms that experience dis- 
covers in the life which is directly antagonistic 
to the self-regarding "struggle for existence/* 
namely, in the life of unselfishness. While in 
nature the species may be advanced by the 
destruction of the inferior forms, the human 
problem is the renovation of those that come 
into being. Experience shows that the action 
of duty upon the undutiful, of love upon the 
selfish, is to transmute the bad into good. Thus 
the root and source of human progress is not 
to be found in the selfish destruction of the 
weaker, but in the transfiguration which ethical 
individuals and societies can effect Shake- 
speare's poetry is, as often, solid fact, when he 
tells us that mercy " is twice blessed : it blesseth 
him that gives and him that takes." So love, 
which is mercy's source, creates goodness and 
strength. Now, the moral doctrine of pro- 
gress is that which constitutes the principle of 
Socialism. The issue between it and Indi- 
vidualism is, in essence, purely ethical. Shall 
we seek to progress by the operation of selfish-^ 
ness towards the production of a race of incar- 
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nations of selfishness, or shall we seek to progress 
by the operation of virtue to the production of a 
race of incarnations of ^/^selfishness ? Absence 
of perception of the ultimate issues involved 
may, and does, throw good men into the ranks of 
Individualism ; but as the true relations become 
<:lear, men must belong to this party or to that, 
according as their natures are ethically low or the 
contrary. Where the ultimate principle at issue 
is not grasped, and men adopt the extremely 
common course of yielding adhesion to such as 
are logically destructive of each other, they may 
accept the name and fight the battle of Indi- 
vidualism, while they also cling to the principle 
of the " common good." Such persons, without 
firm anchorage in either haven, will usually drift 
to the one side or to the other, according to 
their own ethical affinities. The selfish man, he 
whose chief impulse to political action is the 
•defence of his own interests or those of his order, 
will constantly bend towards Individualism. 
He formerly sought self-interest through State 
action ; but as the State turns its energies from 
the service of classes to the "common good," 
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the tendency is, and will be, to turn against the 
State. Conversely, the large and generously- 
constituted natures will be Socialistic. Such 
conclusions will, however, be only tendencies^ 
always liable to falsification in individual in- 
stances by the want of intellectual accuracy in 
discerning fundamental political principles and 
their bearings on life. 

In this chapter the task has been to show 
that the only foundation of government, the 
only right of interference with individual liberty, 
is grounded in morals, and that thus is given a 
complete right of interference to any extent 
consistent with the "common good." Thus \s 
established the doctrine which is fundamental 
both to Liberalism and true Socialism. It will 
be desirable to state the relation of this principle 
to Christianity, both for the sake of completeness 
of statement, and because the general relation 
of religion to politics, especially as affirmed in 
the phrase "Christian Socialism," has now a 
special interest. 

This question will constitute the burden of the 
following chapter. 
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CHAPTER V. 

CHRISTIAN SOCIALISM. 

We have not here to concern ourselves with any- 
current expression of Christian Sociah'sm, nor 
with any programme which is said to be based 
upon it We require to state the real relation 
existing between the essence of Christianity and 
the principle of Socialism, as that principle has 
been expounded in preceding chapters. 

The first point to remember is that the end of 
Socialism is one with the end of virtue, namely, 
the "common good." Socialism, as a political 
principle, does not cover the whole of the ground 
that morality occupies, for it is regulative of life 
only so far as good can be achieved by public 
law, whereas morality concerns both public and 
private action. Nevertheless within its sphere 
we have seen that Socialism is but applied 
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morality. Then, if we know the relation 
between morality and religion, we shall know 
the relation between Socialism and religion, for 
it will be the same. 

What, then, is the relation between religion 
and morality ? The reply is that, with respect 
to the conduct demanded of each towards his 
fellows and the goal to be attained, they are in 
precise harmony. The aim of morality or virtue 
we have seen to be human perfection, and the 
means to that end is conduct which is required 
to devote itself to that qnd. The distinction is 
in the spring or impulse to that conduct When 
we confine our life to morality, the impulse con- 
sists in the sense of duty to our fellows, which 
may rise into ardent love for their welfare. Thus 
the cycle of conduct is confined to the human 
plane. If, now, the impulse be, not a sense of 
reverence for the right and the good, as in the 
moral act, but a sentiment of duty towards God, 
which may ascend into love of Him, then the 
act becomes religious. The religious life is that 
of virtue plus the Divine impulse, which the 
existence of love implies. 
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We are, however, concerned, not with religion 
in general, but with that form of it named 
Christianity. But this limitation does not in 
the least imply that the essence is not the same 
as for religion in general. It is the same, oi* it 
would not be religion,- — the follower of Christi- 
anity finding his final religious authority in the 
life and the sayings of Christ. It is obvious 
that Christianity agrees with morality in its 
conception of the end of religion, and also of the 
means for realizing that end. The end is human 
perfection, the good of all, expressed in the 
Christian precept, " Be ye perfect, even as your 
Father in heaven is perfect." It would indeed 
be strange were it otherwise, for it would mean 
that religion is not the agent of the true welfare 
of man. The means are also one with the 
means of morality. They are laid down in the 
precepts, identical in practical significance, " He 
that loseth his life shall find it," and " Take up 
thy cross, and follow Me." 

Thus the life commanded by ethical and by 
Christian precept are identical ; or, rather, we 
might say that there are not two sets of identical 
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commands, but one only, the ethical, which 
receive their highest relation and their deepest 
impulse when they are conceived as the agents 
for carrying forth into the world the Christian 
spirit : Christianity is the crown of virtue. It 
follows that, whereas for every moral nature we 
have found the State to be a moral organism, so 
for the religious man the State is a religious 
organism, and for the Christian man a Christian 
organism. To state further this conception, we 
must recognize that State law is Christian law. 
We started with the current conception of public 
law as having for its end the " common good." 
We found that that law, purely secular and 
utilitarian as popularly conceived, is, in truth, 
moral law ; and now we find that it is Christian 
law. For State law has as its end that which 
is identical with the Christian precept, " Be ye 
perfect ; " and its means for attaining that end 
is the subordination or self-sacrifice of every 
individual. Thus the identity is obvious. State 
law is a means of realizing Christianity in so far 
as public law can conduce to that end. 

The usual sentiment which would rise in 
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Opposition to this doctrine of course is, that 
public law cannot promote religion. The ques- 
tion is precisely the same in nature as that 
which was discussed in the last chapter, when 
the objection that law cannot produce virtue 
was considered. Law can remove some 
hindrances; it can supply some aids; and we 
require to remember that the individual Wk of 
virtue and of religion is lived in the rendering of 
such help. 

Certainly, if the function of Christian life is 
not the "common good ; " if it is not the perfection 
of humanity ; if it does not believe in the authority 
of that sentiment, " Thy will be done on earth 
as it is done in heaven ; " if the religious man is 
to isolate himself from " the world," and devote 
himself to the culture of a spirituality that 
circulates only between himself and God ; if this 
idle play of love with itself is the aim of 
Christianity on earth ; — then our whole case falls 
to the ground. But, happily, such a conception 
is so rapidly vanishing that rarely, except in 
some of the older books of devotion, can we meet 
with it in its purity. It would be far truer to 
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hold, on the other hand, that the separation of 
morality and religion, accepted in these chapters 
because customary, is purely artificial ; and that, 
in truth, the impulse of duty and love to man 
is always, whether consciously or not, a Divine 
relation and impulse. 

Christianity, charged with the perfection of 
humanity, we see must embrace every element 
of man*s life, and every means in every element. 
Inasmuch as it embraces every element, it will 
embrace the secular. The distinction between 
man's sacred and secular life is destroyed. 
Inasmuch as it embraces every means, it will 
embrace public law, so far as that can aid. 

Every public law being directed towards the 
end which is the end of Christianity, it follows 
that every such law is a Christian law. This is 
nothing more than to affirm that "all human 
government is nothing else than the executive 
expression of the Divine authority. The mo- 
ment government ceases to be the practical en- 
forcement of Divine law, it is tyranny,"* which 
is the teaching of Mr. Ruskin. The one ques- 

* " Political Economy of Art " (1867), p. 179. 
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tion, embracing all others, concerning any and 
every proposed law is, would it be enacted by a | 
perfect man? And we must remember that 
a perfect man is, for us, at least, synonymous 
with God, and, for most of the religious English 
people, synonymous with Christ. 

Let us notice, in passing, that it is because 
Christianity is identical with virtue, which 
is identical with the "common good," that 
Christianity, when freed from statesmen, I 
whether lay or clerical, and from the priestly 
order, has always been democratic. It has 
prospered only in free states, and has been v 
the impulse to the making them freer. True ' 
popular progress is Christian progress, and 
conversely, Christian progress is true popular 
progress. Doubtless the conception of law as 
sacred is strange enough to us, but it is not 
strange to history. It was familiar enough to 
Jews; the Greeks and Romans clung to it. 
Nearly all tribes and nations have believed it. 
Yes ; but is it not the greatest, most advanced, 
the pioneer peoples, that have rejected the 

notion ? Certainly, and because they are pioneer 

P 
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nations. Progress is won by developing, by- 
battle if necessary, now this principle and now 
that. In the conquest of the one, the other 
is ignored ; but when the victory is complete, 
and a truth has won universal recognition, has 
become an imperishable possession, we pass on 
to others, which shall give a more balanced, a 
truer truth, to our earlier gains. Those nations 
have won what is termed " the right of private 
judgment." They have demonstrated the im- 
possibility of producing belief by authority or 
coercion. They have learned the futility and 
wickedness of such attempts. The cost was the 
denial of the essential unity of the sacred and 
the secular. The gaping wound between the 
two, man will now address himself to close. 

As we found the principle of Socialism good, 
and a right application of it necessary, however 
absurd the achieved applications may have been, 
so we find the principle of Christian Socialism 
to be right, however wildly those may act who 
assume to themselves its name. Not every one 
who cries " Christian Socialist " is one, and many 
are who do not own the name. It is by the 
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gradual progress which the latter will achieve, 
rather than from the quackery which the former 
largely teaches, that the true Christian Socialism 
will win its own. The present time witnesses a 
struggle, taking many forms, and one of which 
it only partly sees the bearings. It is no othe; 
than the struggle of Christianity to be born into 
the world . It has long existed in Churches and 
in the Sunday world. Its instinct, not merely 
of conquest, but of self-preservation, urges it to 
seek a new birth into the broad world ; to really, 
instead of nominally, claim for itself sovereignty, 
by demonstrating that life only becomes rational 
as religion becomes its final purpose. Thus it 
now will claim that public law equally with 
private life shall be its servant. The purpose of 
this chapter has been to justify that claim. The 
phrase "Christian Socialism" fitly names the 
entrance of Christianity into the public life, the 
politics of the nation. Legislation, like all other 
branches of secular life, does not by its secularity 
cease to be sacred. Antithesis between the two 
terms is destroyed. 

Before dismissing this subject, let us ask, How 
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do the conclusions reached afifect the State 
Church question ? Have we discovered that the 
pleas against establishments of religion have lost 
all force? The abstract plea, the "rights of 
conscience," as already pointed out, unquestion- 
ably departs, in company with all their fellow- 
abstracts. But the English established religion 
is Episcopalianism. Now, the law is moral, is 
Christian, so far as it expresses the common 
good, so far as it is assistive of the realization of 
human perfection. The advocates of the present 
Establishment will then require to show that the 
present system, implying a national assent to 
articles of belief accepted in their entirety not 
even by a majority of the nation, implying the 
application of large public funds to the use of 
a section of the nation, and cherishing in that 
section class-ascendencies which very powerfully 
retard the beneficial progress of the people, they 
will require to show that a system implying 
these and other drawbacks is one that would not 
be improved by disestablishment before their 
position becomes safe. The prediction is not 
rash that the task is beyond their powers. 
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But the universal assumption that, ' Episco- 
palianism disestablished, no State Church is 
possible, is so far from true that, on the contrary, ^ 
a new and real National Church is visibly 
existent y and in process of growth^ although it 
may not yet have passed beyond early adoles- 
cence. It is the existence of this real and sound 
National Church that supplies the crowning 
reason for sweeping away what remains of the 
ill-natured, falsely constituted Episcopalian 
Establishment which only parodies the concep- 
tion of a national religion. When an alternative 
to the present Establishment is suggested, it is 
at once assumed that Comprehensionism is in- 
tended, and by that appears to be meant the 
recognition and endowment of every religious 
body. An advance towards recognizing the truth 
is found in this position, but the solid earth is 
not reached ; for, upon that doctrine, every body 
calling itself religious must be embraced, even 
though the common reason of the State affirm 
it to be immoral. That thus every society 
choosing to name itself religious shall be 
nationalized is not a final principle, but rather 
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its burlesque. Further, Comprehensionists appear 
to have no more realized the present actuality of 
a State Church, towards the conception of which 
their doctrine is an approximation, than have 
their fellow national-religionists. Now, the right 
State Church, instead of establishing every 
peculiarity, will establish, does establish, none. 
It has its endowments, but they are given to no 
theologically defined community. The patience 
of the reader must be tasked to consider once 
more the fundamental position here maintained 
and developed, in order that its bearing upon 
this question may be apprehended. Every man 
possesses a moral nature, by which is denominated 
the inseparable elements of reason and con- 
science with freedom. Were the moral nature 
absent, the alleged man would be an intellectual 
animal, or at least every one would concede that 
he would be a moral imbecile, just as he who 
could not understand that 2x2 = 4 would be 
an intellectual imbecile. As we refuse rights 
of citizenship, or entrance into the pale of the 
State, to the latter, so we should to the former. 
A perfect moral imbecile would be an entirely 
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selfish person, an enemy of all men, who would 
pass his life in an asylum, as do his fellow- 
imbeciles ; but the asylum of the moral imbecile 
we name a gaol. Thus we come back to our 
point, that every man possesses a moral nature, 
all apparent men who have none being excluded 
from the State, as not possessing the essentials 
of a human being ; and this nature affirms the 
common human perfection to be the supreme 
end of life, and it demands absolute subordina- 
tion of self to that end — a subordination which 
crushes only the selfish self, arid is the sole path 
for realization of the true self. 

Inasmuch as State agency can promote that 
end, whether to a greater or less extent is not a 
vital point, the moral nature demands obedience 
to the State. Thus to the State is universally 
conceded the function of promoting the moral 
end. But the moral end we have found to be 
that of religion, and of Christianity. We have, 
then, the State, every State in so far as in strict- 
ness it is a State at all, the English State, for 
example, devoted to the realization of the end 
of religion, having that end for its supreme aimj 
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and, indeed, only thus having any reason what- 
soever for its existence. Thus we have a 
national recognition of religion of the most 
thorough, kind ; for the State does not regard 
religion as merely a department of its work to 
be taken up or laid down at pleasure, but as its 
very essence and constitutive principle. The 
secular function of the State has coalesced with 
and become part of the function of religion. 
The whole institution is an establishment of 
religion, and the machinery of State is a 
machinery of religion. Religion is endowed ; 
for the whole cost of the work of the State being 
essentially religious work, the funds provided by 
the nation are truly a State endowment. The 
State stands pledged to realize the end of 
religion in every practicable way. Whatever 
legislation or other action will promote the 
" common good," the true human welfare, that 
the State is pledged to adopt by its own con- 
stitutive principle — that principle which is its one 
" glorious constitution," which never shall demand 
the purificatory agitation of the reformer. , To 
realize the end of religion is to realize the end 
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of Christianity. * ^What more than this can the 
most fervent State Churchman want of the 
State ? We carry religion into the very seat of 
power, and the House of Commons becomes the 
very temple of the nation's faith, where the very 
truest worship, whose words ate acts, daily 
proceeds. The Prime Minister is our pontiff 
supreme. 

The orthodox State Churchman, even the 
Comprehensionist, looks, in every scheme of 
established religion, for provision of churches, 
regulated services, and clerical privilege. But 
he IS looking, firstly, for the impossible ; and, 
secondly, for the unessential. The impossible, — 
for to take such course is to arouse many enmities, 
to confine its sphere to a sect ; in fact, to make 
the alleged National Church sectarian, and thus 
no National Church at all. A national Church 
requires to rest on a universal basis, upon that 
which is found in every individual in the nation, 
and so commanding for its existence, though 
doubtless not for the expediency of each act, 
universal assent. Possibly a day may come 
when the people will so cease to exaggerate the 
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importance of their creeds and their sectariar> 
distinctions, may look so much more to essential 
agreements, that, while retaining their differ- 
ences, it may become possible once again for the 
community to create noble State temples for the 
common use and possession. 

But, secondly, these developments in detail 
are unessential. The young nineteenth-century 
State Church, as has been shown, is actual, and 
therefore possesses the essentials to existence- 
Giving just cause of offence to no man except 
the morally bad, the practical worship of the 
universal elements of religion is established,, 
uniting Dissenter, Catholic, Episcopalian, and 
Secularist. Laws and institutions for its ex- 
pression will grow as wisdom conspires with 
occasion in the coming times to realize a true 
Christian Socialism. 

Is it not, however, preposterous to affirm that 
we have a State Church of which we are not aware? 
The reply is that our unconsciousness testifies to 
Its merits, that it is swelling up out of the deep, 
of universal human nature, and so rests on the 
universal agreement of all those contained within 
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it. Did it seek to establish this creed or that, 
it would arouse sectarian susceptibilities ; but it 
enfranchises only that which is universal to men 
not wholly destitute of moral life. The uncon- 
sciousness is parallel to that found in semi- 
civilized and barbarous communities, in which 
the State has a religious function descending 
even to rite and ceremony, but has none which 
arouses dissent in any one of its subjects. To 
minds so placed, the doctrine that they had a 
State Church would be a strange doctrine only 
to be grasped by much reflection. It should be 
with a State Church as with the human viscera, 
the existence of which is only known to us by 
its disease, or by scientific analysis. The sum- 
mary of the matter is that the present Epis- 
copalian Establishment is no State Church 
whatever. It is but the ruins of that which once 
was. The system has been a failure because it 
has not been satisfied with the possible, with the 
embodiment of religion so far as universal to the 
community ; but has attempted to enforce, and 
has assumed the existence of, an ideal unity 
extending far beyond the actual. The error is 
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precisely parallel with that exhibited in the 
history of Socialism. Those who founded farms 
and communities, who demanded, and demand, 
the instantaneous overthrow of the present order 
and the reorganization of society purely on the 
lines of Socialism, — these have a true principle, 
but their immediate aims are false, because, 
instead of waiting for the slow and just evolution 
of time, they would force their principle into 
prematurely detailed embodiment. 

While the official State Church is only such 
by courtesy, a real Establishment exists ; for 
a community exists as a State in virtue only 
of a principle which is also the constitutive 
principle of Christianity — it only exists in order 
to realize that Christian principle. Thus ever}'' 
State, so far as it is truly a State, is a Christian 
State. It has not only recognized, established, 
and endowed Christianity ; it only exists for 
those ends. 

The task would not be difficult to demon- 
strate that the latency which has attached to 
the religious character of the State's action is 
giving place to explicit recognition of that 
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aspect. It IS, for instance, largely due to the 
fact that wretched dwellings are incompatible 
with morality and religion that the State is 
impelled to enforce reform ; but detailed appli- 
cations must be left to the reader. 
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CHAPTER VL 

CONCLUSION, 

Many readers will be disposed to think that, in 
declining to enter upon the task of definition of 
the mutual spheres of the individual and society 
the practically interesting portion of the subject 
is avoided. But the task here attempted in re- 
ference to that question is the less, far less, com- 
plex one, which seeks to establish and show 
the most general bearings of the fundamental 
principle of the problem, and thus to show that 
political conduct need not be animated by cold 
negatives; that the warmest philanthropy, so 
long as it be guided by reason, may, without 
apology, claim the State as its servant. 

The term "Socialist" has been used with 
approval in the preceding pages, its meaning, for 
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the writer, having been made clear. It is, in 
truth, a good word. Communism, which implies 
entire absence of ownership by the individual, no 
more forms a necessary part of it than does 
Republicanism of political science. Socialism 
need only imply Communism when that form 
of society is found to be for the common 
good ; and that period will not quickly arrive. 
But the fact that our rights and our duties, our 
lives, our characters, and our fortunes, are as 
much due to others as to ourselves; that it is 
because society is what it is, as well as that we 
are what we are, that we have come to be what 
we each now are, demands explicit recognition. 
Most of us require to be distinctly reminded 
that duty, honesty, and other such words are ' 
terms not constant in their contents. As 
human beings weave themselves together into 
an indecomposable fabric of ever-increasing 
complexity — a fabric in which many strands 
may be bound most unwillingly and unjustly 
— the fillings of those words become in- 
creasingly complex. Our relations to our fellows, 
firstly, become more numerous, and, secondly, 
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demand greater accuracy. Now, the term 
" Socialism " emphasizes these facts. It has had 
a doubtful character in the past ; but if no 
better word can be found, then this one must be 
cleansed and used. And emphasis is needed. 
Many circumstances have combined in our 
recent progress increasingly to throw the fates 
of individuals into the hands of others. The 
subdivision of production by which every man 
depends on others for many of his necessaries, 
and the diminishing freedom of access to the 
primal sources of sustenance, are among the 
most important agents of increased dependence. 
To remedy the abuses which are possible where 
so largely increased powers are given to one 
class over their fellows^ the natural play of 
individual forces, supplemented by individual 
virtue and benevolence, have been relied upon. 
But it IS clear that this greater interdependence 
brings need for more careful supervision* As 
the machine increases in complexity, the more 
elaborate becomes the code of rules needed 
for its management. There is much reason 
to believe that, under the dominion of abstract 
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phrases, the adjustment to a growingly complex 
society of a correspondingly complex regulative 
system has been retarded. 

Those abstract phrases will have less weight 
in future. They will require to justify them- 
selves in the concrete so far as they are to main- 
tain their hold. Abstract principles are made for 
man, not man for abstract principles, and we 
shall return from the mood of uninquiring awe 
to ask what living truths for the mass of men 
and women around us they enshrine. Wherever 
they conflict with a genuine moral impulse which 
can clearly see its way to do a piece of good 
work, they are thereby convicted of superannua- 
tion. As past living pulses of insight, " dried and 
cured " for the use of future peoples, they need 
frequent re-examination to know that they still 
are " good." And they will not be always found 
"good" as against the warm sympathies and 
elementary wants which will press forward un- 
abashed even on to the floors of our legislative 
assemblies. Thus politics will become more I 
human. They will become an agent through 
which all may hasten to the aid of all, and the 

Q 
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right of each will be, not only the right to be 
so far aided as the common welfare will permit, 
but also the right, through law, to aid his fellow. 
This right, which is a moral and a religious 
right, is his only right. 

By the recent entrance of fresh forces into the 
political arena, firstly, the agents of progress 
are recruited, and so the nation becomes more 
powerful to grapple with her problems ; but, 
secondly, in a very real sense new problems 
arise ; for though these problems existed before 
the entrance of these forces, they slumbered, 
and were largely ignored. Thus politics become 
larger, the forces are greater, and the points of 
operation are more numerous. No one can 
doubt that this remark will be true of English 
politics if we remember that, in addition to the 
widening of the national rule, a revolution in 
local government impends which will greatly 
add to the total of functions of the Government. 

In the presence of this increase of the forces, 
and intensification of the importance of politics, 
will be perceived an urgent reason that its basis 
shall be sound, right, and true. So to place it 
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has been one of the chief objects of this little 
volume, — to place the whole of the rational life of 
man, and therefore the whole of his political life, 
immediately upon the deepest springs of progress ^ 
that this universe contains. Thus the party 
contest becomes a portion of the general battle 
between good and evil, and the cause of Right 
Progress draws new energies from the most 
abounding sources. The explicit recognition 
of this view may, and doubtless must, bring 
gain to Christianity by exhibiting more fully 
the sphere wherein she must labour ; but politics 
gain by the entrance into its system of the 
finest forces of the human spirit. Ceasing to 
be a department of mere "business,** a secular 
balancing of conflicting interests, its problems 
ascend and take rank among the infinite ques-> 
tions of man. They sun themselves in the very 
light of heaven. 

Thus on the brow of the nation's better selfc 
sit Faith and Hope — the one singing, in " ditties 
of no tone,'* of the essential impotence of wrong, 
convincing man that, amid all failures, " nothing 
walks with aimless feet ; ** the other, leading 
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him with invincible persistency to labour for the 
transmutation of all base elements into golden 
purity and stately order : both joining to fill the 
labourer with the high faith that h€, at one with 
" the secret strength of things," strives towards 
the "end to which the whole creation moves," 
and that so to labour is at once the final law 
and privilege supreme of being — the only rational 
reason for rational existence. 
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THE END. 
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